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RESOLUTION OF INQUIRY CONCERNING THE 
U.S. VOTE IN THE U.N. SECURITY COUNCIL ON 
ISRAELI SETTLEMENTS IN THE OCCUPIED 
TERRITORIES

WEDNESD AY. MARCH 12. 1980

House of Repre sentatives,
Committee  on Foreign Affa irs ,

Was/nngZon, D.C.
The committee met at 1:50 p.m. in room 2172, Rayburn House 

Office Building, Hon. Clement J. Zablocki (chairman)  presiding.
Chairman Zablocki. The committee will please come to order. 
We meet this afternoon to consider House Resolution 598, a 

resolution  of inquiry directing the President  to furnish to the 
House of Representatives  certain information and facts regarding 
the U.S. decision to vote for the resolution in the United  Nations  
Security Council on March 1, 1980, on Israeli  settlements in the 
occupied territo ries.

A copy of the resolution of inquiry on th e United Nations  resolu
tion is before each member.

[The resolution referred  to follows:]
(l)
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96 th  CON GRESS  f f  T>r* f12»“  H. RES. 5 9 8
To direct the President to furnish to the House of Rep rese ntat ives  information 

and facts regarding the United Sta tes decision to vote for the resolution  in 
the United Nations Secur ity Council on March 1, 1980.

IN  TH E HOUSE OF REP RES EN TA TI VES  

Marc h 5, 1980
Ms. Holtz man  (for herself, Mr. Dodd, and Mr. F is h) submitted the following 

resolution; which was referred to the’ Committee on Fore ign Affairs

RESO LUTION
To direc t the Pres iden t to furnish to the House of Representa

tives information and facts regarding the United States 
decision to vote for the resolut ion in the United Nations  
Security Council on March 1, 1980.

1 Resolved, That the Preside nt is directed to furnish to

2 the House  of Repre sentatives the full and complete informa-

3 tion and facts in his possession regarding the decision by the

4 United Sta tes to vote for the resolution in the United Nations

5 Security Council on March 1, 1980, including—
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(1) the represen tatio ns made by or on behalf of 

Secreta ry of Sta te Vance  an d/ or  Donald McHenry to 

the Pres iden t abou t the resolution;

(2) the information or facts presented to the Presi 

dent  with respect to the resolution to be voted on in 

the United Nations Secu rity Council;

(3) when the President  first was advised of the 

tex t or contents of the resolution adopted by the 

United  Nations Secu rity  Council on March 1, 1980;

(4) all instructions given by the Pres ident with 

regard to the vote cas t at the Secu rity Council; and

(5) all recomm endations made to the Pres ident 

before and subsequent to this vote;

and the Pres iden t should make available for this purpose all 

notes, documents, memoranda, and othe r items in his posses

sion and control conta ining the information requested in this 

resolution.
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Chairman Zablocki. Following the consideration of the resolu
tion of inquiry, the committee will resume markup of the draf t 
foreign assis tance legislation for fiscal year 1981.

House Resolution 598 was introduced March 5, 1980, and re
ferred to the  Committee on Foreign Affairs.

On March 6, 1980, the Chair wrote to the President  requesting 
his comments on the resolution. Those comments have been re
ceived by the committee today in the form of a lett er from Hon. J.  
Brian Atwood, Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations, 
State Department.

Attached to the letter are several documents relat ing to the 
United Nations resolution  and the U.S. position thereon.  A copy of 
the letter is before each member and I believe each of the wit
nesses. Our colleagues who are testifying also have a copy of the 
letter.

Before we hear from the  cosponsors of the resolution, the Chair 
would ask the chief of s taff to read the  contents of the lett er for 
the record. The chief of sta ff will read the let ter  from the Assistant 
Secretary of State.

[The letter , which follows, was read into the record.]
Assistant Secretary of State,

Washington, D.C.
Hon. Clement J. Zablocki,
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Affairs,
House of  Representatives.

Dear Mr. Chairman: I have been asked to reply to your lette r of March 6 to the 
President, requesting the Administration’s comments on H. Res. 598, regarding the 
decision of the United States to vote for U.N. Security Council Resolution 465. As 
you know, this resolution, adopted on March 1, 1980, deals with the question of 
Israeli settlements in territo ries occupied by Israel in 1967.

It is the Adminis tration’s inten t to cooperate with the Committee in a manner  
consistent with the constitutional rights and responsibilities of the  Legislative and 
Executive Branches. H. Res. 598 requests certain information which falls into the 
category of advice provided to the President and discussions between the President 
and his senior advisers during the decisionmaking process. Much of this advice and 
information was exchanged orally at the highest levels of government. All of it 
relates to the conduct of sensitive consultations in the conduct of our foreign 
relations, a field entitled  to the highest category of Executive privilege.

While we cannot provide information of this type, we wish to be as responsive as 
possible to the  concerns which underlie H. Res. 598. In th is regard, Secretary Vance 
has asked me to convey his willingness to meet with you and other interested 
Members to discuss our policies with respect to the issues covered by the Security 
Council Resolution.

I am enclosing a set of documents which set forth the policies of the United States 
on the settlements questions, and which respond to the request contained in the 
preamble of H. Res. 598 for information and facts available to the Administration 
prior to the vote in the Security Council. These key documents include an early 
draft text of the U.N. Resolution; the revised text on which the final vote was cast; 
the exchange of letters on the question of Jerusalem between President Sadat, 
Prime Minister Begin, and President Carter on September 17, 1979; a State Depart
ment legal opinion on the settlements dated April 21, 1978; and several pertinent 
United Nations Security Council documents and U.S. s tatements.

As you know, President Carter  issued a statement on March 4, 1980, making it 
clear that the vote of the United States in the Security Council “does not represent 
a change in our position regarding the Israeli settlements in the occupied areas or 
the status of Jerusalem .” In addition, this  sta tement said:

“While our opposition to the establishment of the Israeli settlements is longstand
ing and well known, we made strenuous efforts to eliminate the language with 
reference to the dismantling of settlements in the resolution. This call for disman
tling was neither proper nor practical. We believe tha t the future disposition of 
existing se ttlements must be determined during the curre nt autonomy negotiations.
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“As to Jerusalem, we strongly believe that  Jerusa lem should be undivided with 

free access to the holy places for all faiths, and tha t its s tatus should be determined 
in the  negotiations for a comprehensive peace settlement.

“The U.S. vote in the U N. was approved with the understanding tha t all refer
ences to Jerusalem would be deleted. The failure to communicate this clearly 
resulted in a vote in favor of the resolution rather  than abstention.

“I want to reite rate in the most unequivocal of terms tha t in the autonomy 
negotiations and in other fora, the United States will neither support nor accept 
any position tha t might jeopardize Israe l’s vital security interests. Our commitment 
to Israel’s security and well-being remains unqualified and unshakable.”

This statem ent reflects the overriding importance the United States attaches to 
the success of the Camp David process and the autonomy negotiations now under 
way. These negotiations are now at a particularly  delicate stage. Ambassador 
Linowitz has substant ially accelerated the pace of these talks; the parties are now 
addressing the central  issues. I know tha t you share  our concern tha t a public 
debate on United States policies as to these issues could lead to a sharp reiteration 
of the policy differences which separa te the parties and could magnify anxieties on 
both sides. This concern has been expressed to us by representatives of the  parties 
themselves. It is our fervent desire tha t a public inquiry not divert us from our 
overriding objective, the  search for peace in the Middle East.

For these reasons, the President has emphasized in his March 4 s tatem ent tha t 
our vote at the Security Council did not represent a change in existing U.S. policy— 
not on settlements, not on Jerusalem, not on our role in the peace process, and 
certainly  not in our support for the security and welfare of the state  of Israel. The 
Administration continues to be guided by the principles t ha t led Israel and Egypt to 
peace under the Camp David accords. It is vital tha t we now turn our full and 
undivided attention  to the autonomy negotiations. We feel strongly tha t this unfor
tuna te episode should not be allowed to undermine these negotiations. The Camp 
David process offers the best available opportunity for Palest inians  living in the 
West Bank or Gaza to achieve autonomy within the context of assured Israeli 
security. This is the first step toward a just, lasting and comprehensive peace 
settlement.  The Administration does not believe tha t this process would be served 
by the adoption of House Resolution 598.

Please advise me if you and other interested Members wish to discuss these issues 
more fully. The Department wishes to cooperate with the Committee as it seeks to 
fulfill its responsibilities to the House of Representatives.

Sincerely,
J. Brian Atwood,
Ass ista nt Secretary for

Congressional Relations.
Chairm an Zablocki. The Chair  welcomes, and I am sure all my 

colleagues on the committee join me in welcoming to the  commit
tee at this time, three of our distinguished colleagues who are 
cosponsors of the  resolution, House Resolution 598, Hon. Elizabeth 
Holtzman, Hon. Chris topher Dodd, and Hon. Hamilton Fish.

We will begin with Ms. Holtzman.

STATEMENT OF HON. ELIZABETH HOLTZMAN, A REPRESENTA
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATP, OF NEW YORK
Ms. Holtzman. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and mem

bers of the committee. I appreciate the opportunity to appear 
before you to test ify in support of House Resolution 598, the  resolu
tion I introduced directing the President  to furnish the  House of 
Representatives information and facts regarding the U.S. decision 
to vote for the resolution in the United  Nations  Security Council 
on March 1, 1980.

In my opinion, this vote was a shameful act—a troubl ing break 
with precedent—and the Pres iden t’s subsequent disavowal is per
plexing, raising  more questions than it answers. It was in order to
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get answers to these questions that I introduced the  resolution of 
inquiry.

On March 1, 1980, the United States  for the  fi rst time case a vote 
against Israel, one of its staun ches t allies, its only stable ally in 
that par t of the world. For the first time we sided with Israe l’s 
enemies, enemies who have sworn to destroy Israel since its cre
ation. More than 48 hours afte r the vote, however, the President 
announced that the vote was a mistake, without specifying what 
the mistake was and who made it.

The U.S. vote was such a startlin g break  with precedent on a 
ma tter of such importance that  we need to investigate thoroughly 
why it was cast. If it  repre sents  a conscious shift  in U.S. policy, we 
have the right, and the need, to know who made that  decision, and 
why. We have the right to know whether this par t of the  adminis 
tra tion’s global effort to become a leader of the Moslem world.

We have seen how successful a policy of appeasement  has been 
in the past.

If, on the other  hand, the vote was a mistake of some sort, we 
have the right  to know how that mistake was made and by whom, 
so th at it is clear  t ha t it was a mistake, not a change in policy, and 
so that  sim ilar mistakes can be avoided in the  future.

This is particular ly important because the  mistake involved a 
close ally of the  United States. It raises questions about how such 
an important decision can be made without the most careful and 
delibera te thought.

We need to se t the record stra ight not only for ourselves but also 
for other countries  who depend on a consistent U.S. policy and 
have been disturbed  by the sequence of events in the past several 
weeks. The vote could undermine the peace process, making Israel 
suspicious of th e process and demonstrat ing to Arab countries tha t 
our support for Israel is limited.

Events subsequent to the vote have undermined our credibility 
in th e international community. We must do our best to repa ir this 
damage. A critical  first  step  is setting  forth exactly what  happened.

As much as we might like to accept the  adm inis trat ion’s assu r
ance that the vote was merely a mistake, the  explanation lacks 
credibility when the resolution  is examined. There  is no question 
that the resolution represents  a radical dep artu re from the prior 
U.S. position in the Middle East. Tha t is clear  from a simple 
reading of the resolution; and the administ ration apparently had a 
month in which to examine the resolution to get its significance 
straight.

Let’s sta rt with the  treatm ent of Jeru salem in the resolution. 
There are seven references to Jeru salem which are not insignifi
can t or irrelevant. The resolution, in effect, condemns the unifica
tion of Jerusalem and calls for Israel to remove Jews from East 
Jerusalem. The resolution also determines that  East Jerusalem  is 
Pales tinian or Arab terri tory . The language  of the resolution plain
ly and unequivocally contravenes established U.S. policy on Jer usa 
lem.

But even putting aside the issue of the resolution’s treatment of 
Jerusalem , the U.S. vote was an abrupt dep artu re from prior votes 
and policies. In the past, the United States  has abstained from all 
votes in the  United Nations  condemning Israeli  settlements in the
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West Bank and the Gaza Strip. But on March 1, it voted for a 
resolution that not only condemned new set tlements  but also called 
on Israel to dismantle all existing settlements and refer red to the 
land in th e West Bank as Palest inian  and Arab.

The magnitude of this departu re from past U.S. policy cannot be 
overestimated. Two times in the  past year the United  State s has 
abstained from voting on resolutions tha t were less extreme, not 
calling such settlements illegal, for example. The United States 
explained its votes by saying that  the issue of sett lements would 
best be left to the negotiations between the parties set up by the 
Camp David accords.

The March 1 vote is totally inconsistent with this. Through its 
vote, the United States  is undermining the  enti re Camp David 
negotiat ing framework that it worked so ha rd to achieve, and it is 
saying that the outcome of those negotiations has already been 
determined, Israel should total ly dismantle its settlements and 
leave the West Bank and the Gaza Strip.

There is nothing left for the  parti es to negotiate. U.S. policy, 
while opposing the  settlements , has never called for their removal, 
nor has the United States  ever before called the West Bank and 
the Gaza Palestinian and Arab terri torie s. Indeed, the  Car ter ad
ministrat ion has explicitly favored minor border modifications, 
meaning  that  Israel could keep some of the land it acquired in the 
6-day war.

In the resolution, the United States  has also undermined another  
policy it has supported. The resolution finds that  “all measures 
taken by Israel to change the  physical character, demographic 
composition, ins titut iona l structure  of s tatu s of the Pale stinian and 
other Arab terr itori es occupied since 1967, including Jeru salem 
* * * has no legal validity .” This means that  changes agreed upon 
in the cur ren t Egyptian-Israeli negotia tions on West Bank auton
omy would be invalid.

There are also some other  anomalies in this  vote, including the 
fact tha t the resolution condemns Isra el’s water policy in the  West 
Bank, despite a State Depa rtment report to the contrary.

Why and how was the  decision made to support these  aspects of 
the resolution and to make these major shifts in American policy?

The adm inis tration’s postvote explanation  is t ha t the re has been 
no policy shift. This position is not credible. Our vote was directly  
contrary to recen t votes and U.S. explanations.  The postvote sta te
ment that the dismantling  was “ne ithe r practical nor proper” just  
confuses the  situation.

According to press reports,  the  a dministr ation specifically consid
ered this issue. Apparent ly, one reason Secre tary of State Vance 
wanted the  U.N. vote postponed was to doublecheck the  U.S. ap
proval of the call for dismantling  existing settlem ents.

Reportedly, Ambassador McHenry’s next instru ction s were to 
vote “yes” but express reservations  about the  prac ticali ty of dis
mantling.

What happened in between? With whom did Vance consult? 
Brzezinski? President Carter? What was he told? Did he accura tely 
relay instructions  to Ambassador McHenry? The requirement tha t 
McHenry express reserva tions plainly  indicated that the decision-
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makers  knew they were on new ground, that  there might be a 
negative reaction to the U.S. position.

There are, similarly, many urgen t questions surrounding the 
issue of the references to Jerusalem  in the resolution. The Carter 
admin istrat ion identifies this as the hea rt of the  mistake, claiming 
tha t Carter approved of the “yes” vote with the understanding tha t 
all references to Jerusalem would be deleted. This explanation is 
troubling.

According to reports  in the press, on Friday—the day the vote 
was originally scheduled—when the text  of the resolution was set, 
Secretary of State  Vance, who had a copy of the resolution, told 
Ambassador McHenry to postpone the vote while he checked his 
instructions. With whom did he check? President Carter? If so, did 
he neglect to tell the Department about the  rema ining  references 
to Jerusalem? Why? Because he thought they were insignificant? If 
Secretary Vance did not tell the  P resident or whomever he checked 
his instruc tions with because he didn’t thin k it was impor tant, he 
was informed otherwise the next morning.

Sitting down with Israeli  Ambassador Evron 2 hours before the 
vote, Secretary Vance was told that Israel considered the remain
ing references to Jerusalem extremely objectionable and would 
protest any U.S. approval of the  resolution. Having had it clarified 
tha t the substance of the resolution refer ring to Jeru salem was 
offensive to Israel and, therefore, clearly was a departu re from 
prior U.S. positions that Israel  had approved; what  did Vance do? 
Did he advise the President to reconsider the  decision? If he did 
not, why?

These and more fundamental questions are  the sort that the 
resolution of inquiry was introduced to raise and address. The 
administra tion claims a mistake, but what was the mistake? Was 
there a mistake as to the  contents  of the resolution? Whose mis
take  was it? Who knew and who did not know wha t was in the 
resolution? Was it a mistake in relaying  the instructions  from 
whoever made the final decision to Ambassador McHenry? Who 
relayed the instructions? What precisely were the instructions  to 
the Ambassador? If they were written, what  was the text? Was it a 
mistake in the sense that it was clearly cont rary  to instructions? 
Who acted contrary to instruct ions? Or was the  mistake that the 
administra tion had mistakenly judged the political consequences of 
tha t vote?

In its early statements on Monday about the vote, some adminis
trat ion officials reportedly were claiming credit for a courageous 
vote. It was only much later , in the evening, that  President  Carter 
said the vote was a mistake. What transpired in the interim? And 
why, if the vote was a mistake, has no formal action been taken by 
the United States in the  Security Council to correct  the vote tha t 
was taken?

If we are to set the record straight, restore the  credibility  of the 
United States, and keep the peace negotiations from being derailed, 
these and simila r questions must be asked and answered.

I feel the adm inis tration’s response  to date has been inadequate 
and not credible.

I also regre t the claim was made of executive privilege with 
regard to the information requested in the  resolution of inquiry.



9

Having been down the road of executive privilege, in my exper i
ence in the Congress, I ought to say that I don’t understand how it  
would apply, at least explicitly to the question in the  resolution 
which asks when was the President  first advised of the text or 
contents  of the  resolution adopted by the United  Nations Securi ty 
Council on March 1, 1980.

I don’t understand why we have not been given a response to 
that question and to the others  today.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
[Ms. Holtzman’s prepared statement follows:]
P repared Statement  of Hon . Elizabeth  Holtzman, a Representative in 

Congress From the State of N ew York

Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee, thank you for this opportunity to 
appear before you to testify in support of H. Res. 598, a resolution of inquiry I have 
introduced directing the President  to fu rnish to the House of Representatives infor
mation and facts regarding the United State ’s decision to vote for the resolution in 
the United Nations Security Council on March 1, 1980.

In my opinion, th is vote was a shameful act—a troubling break with precedent— 
and the President’s subsequent disavowal perplexing, raising more questions than it 
answered. It was in order to get answers to these questions tha t I introduced the 
resolution of inquiry.

On March 1, 1980, the United States for the first time cast a vote against Israel, 
one of its staunchest allies—its only stable ally in tha t part  of the world. For the 
first time, we sided with Israel’s enemies—enemies who have sworn to destroy 
Israel since its creation. More than 48 hours after  the vote, however, the President 
announced tha t the vote was a “mistake”, without specifying what the mistake was 
and who made it.

The U.S. vote was such a star tling  break with precedent on a mat ter of such 
importance tha t we need to investigate thoroughly why it was cast. If it was a 
conscious shift in U.S. policy, we have the right—and the need—to know who made 
tha t decision and why. We have the right to know whether  this is par t of the 
administration’s global effort to become a leader of the Moslem world—an effort 
tha t has as its cornerstone the illusory notions of winning the  support of the 
Ayatollah and persuading President Zia to accept U.S. aid. We have seen how 
successful this policy of appeasement has been.

If, on the  o ther hand, the vote was a “mistake” of some sort, we have the right to 
know how that  mistake was made and by whom, so t ha t it is clear tha t it was a 
mistake, not a change in policy, and so that  s imilar mistakes can be avoided in the 
future. This is particu larly important because the mistake involved a close ally of 
the United States. It raises questions about how such an important decision can be 
made without the most careful and deliberate  thought. The decision raises even 
more questions because the mistake “bought us nothing”. It was an unsolicited gift 
to the Arabs.

We need to set the record straight  not only for ourselves, but also for other 
countries who depend on a consistent U.S. policy and are disturbed by the  sequence 
of events. The vote can undermine the peace process, making Israel suspicious of 
the process and demonstra ting to Arab countries tha t our support for Israel is 
limited. Events subsequent to the vote have undermined our credibility in the 
internationa l community. We must do our best to repair this damage. A critical first 
step is set ting forth exactly what happened.

As much as we might like to accept the admin istrat ion’s assurances tha t the vote 
was merely a mistake, the explanation lacks credibility when the resolution is 
examined. There is no question tha t the resolution represents a radical depar ture 
from the prior U.S. position in the Middle East. T hat is clear from a simple reading 
of the resolution—and the Administrat ion apparently had a month in which to 
examine the resolution to get its significance straight .

Let’s sta rt with the trea tment of Jerusalem in the Resolution. There are 7 
references to Jerusalem which are not insignificant or i rrelevant. The Resolution in 
effect condemns the unification of Je rusalem and calls for Israel to remove Jews 
from East  Jerusalem. The Resolution also determines tha t East Jerusa lem is Pales
tinian or Arab territory. The language of the Resolution plainly, and unequivocably 
contravenes established U.S. policy on Jerusalem.
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But even putting  aside the issue of the Resolution’s t rea tme nt of Jerusalem, the 
U.S. vote was an abrupt departure  from prior votes and policies. In the past, the 
United States has abstained from all votes in the United Nations condemning 
Israeli settlements in the West Bank and the Gaza Strip. But on March 1, it voted 
for a Resolution that not only condemned new se ttlements , but also called on Israel 
to dismantle all existing settlements and, referred to the land in the West Bank as 
Palestinian and Arab.

The Magnitude of this departure  from past United States policy cannot be overes
timated. Two times in the past year the United States has abstained from voting on 
resolutions tha t were less ext reme (not calling such settlements “illegal” for exam
ple). The United States explained its votes by saying tha t the issue of settlements  
would best be left to the negotiations between the  parties  set  up by the Camp David *
Accords.

The March 1 vote is totally inconsistent with this. Through its vote the United 
States is undermining the entir e Camp David negotiating framework tha t it worked 
so hard  to achieve. And it is saying tha t the outcome of those negotiations has 
already been determined: Israel should totally dismantle its settlements and leave 
the West Bank and the Gaza Strip. There is nothing left for the parties to negotiate.
U.S. policy, while opposing the settlements, has never called for their  removal; nor 
has the U.S. ever before called the West Bank and Gaza “Pales tinian and Arab 
terr itor ies” . Indeed, the Carte r Administrat ion has explicitly favored minor border 
modifications meaning that  Israel could keep some of the land it acquired in the 
Six-Day War.

In the Resolution, the United States has also undermined another policy it has 
supported. The Resolution finds tha t “all measures taken  by Israel to change the 
physical character, demographic composition, institu tiona l s truc ture  or status of the 
Palestin ian and other Arab territories  occupied since 1967, including Jerusalem . . . 
has no legal validity.” This means tha t changes agreed upon in the current Egyp
tian-Israeli negotiations pro West Bank autonomy would be invalid.

There are also some other anomolies in this vote, including the fact tha t the 
resolution condemns Israel’s water  policy in the West Bank despite a State Depart
ment report to the contrary.

Why and how was the decision made to support these aspects of the resolution 
and to make these major shifts in American Policy? The Administration’s post-vote 
explanation is th at there  has been no policy shift. This position is not credible. Our 
vote was directly contrary  to recent votes and U.S. explanations. The Post-vote 
statem ent tha t the dismantling was “neither practical nor proper” just  confuses the 
situation. According to press reports, the administration specifically considered this 
issue. Apparently one reason Secretary of Sta te Vance wanted the U.N. vote post
poned was to double check about the U.S. approval of the call for dismantling 
existing settlements. Reportedly, Ambassador McHenry’s next instructions were to 
vote “yes” but express reservations about the practical ity of dismantling. What 
happened in between? With whom did Vance consult? Brzezinski? President  Carter?
What was he told? Did he accurately relay instructions to McHenry? The require
ment tha t McHenry express reservations plainly indicated that  the decision-makers 
knew they were on new ground, tha t there  might be a negative reaction to the  U.S. 
position. We were hedging.

There are similarly many urgen t questions surrounding the issue of the refer
ences to Jerusalem in the resolution. The Carter administration identifies this as 
the heart of the “mistake”, claiming tha t C arter approved of the  “yes” vote with the  
understanding tha t all references to Jerusa lem would be deleted.

This explanation is troubling. According to reports in the press, on Friday (the 
day the vote was originally scheduled), when the text of the resolution was set,
Secretary  of State Vance, who had a copy of the resolution, told Ambassador 
McHenry to postpone the vote while he checked his instructions. Whom did he 
check with? President  Carter? If so, did he neglect to tell the Department about the 
remaining references to Jerusalem? Why? Because he though t they were insignifi
cant? If Secretary Vance did not tell the President , or whomever he checked his 
instructions with because he didn’t think it was important, he was informed other
wise the next morning. «

Sitting down with Israeli Ambassador Evron two hours before the vote, he was 
told tha t Israel considered the remaining references to Jerusalem extremely objec
tionable and would protest any U.S. approval of the resolution. Having had it 
clarified tha t the substance of the resolution referring to Jerusalem  was offensive to 
Israel—and, therefore clearly a departure  from pr ior U.S. Positions tha t Israel had 
approved—What did Vance do, Did he advise the President to reconsider the deci
sion? If he did not, why?



11
These and more fundamental questions a re the sort tha t the resolution of inquiry 

was introduced to raise and address. The Administration claims mistake, but what 
was the mistake? Was the mistake as to the contents of the resolution? Whose 
mistake was it? Who know and who did not know what  was in the  resolution? Was 
it a mistake in relaying the instructions from whomever made the  final decision to 
Ambassador McHenry? Who relayed the instructions? What precisely were the 
instructions to the Ambassador? If they were written , what was the text? Was it a 
mistake in the sense tha t it was clearly contrary to instructions? Who acted con
trary to instructions?

Or was the mistake tha t the Administration had mistakenly judged the political 
consequences of tha t vote? In its early statem ents about the vote on Monday, some 
Administration officials reportedly were claiming credit for a courageous vote. It 
was only much later, in the evening, that  President Carte r said the vote was a 
mistake. What transpi red in the interim? And why, if the  vote was a mistake, has 
no formal action been taken in the Security Council to amend it?

Chairm an Zablocki. Thank you, Ms. Holtzman.
We will next hear from Hon. Christopher J. Dodd.

STATEMENT OF HON. CHRISTOPHER J. DODD, A REP RES ENT A
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT
Mr. Dodd. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I apprecia te the opportuni

ty to appear before you this afternoon.
Mr. Chairman, much of what I have to say in my testimony has 

been said by Mr. Holtzman. I would, however, like to give my 
testimony to reit era te some of th e points she made if I may and I 
ask that  my statement be included as a  p art  of the record.

The Chairman. Without objection.
Mr. Dodd. First  I think it is important to note that  nei ther I nor 

Mr. Fish nor Ms. Holtzman have any desire whatsoever to embar
rass the admin istrat ion. We realize fully the  delicate nature  of the  
negotiations  that are proceeding in the Middle East and it is not 
our purpose today nor was it a week ago when we introduced this 
resolution to in any way complicate the  role of the  adm inist ration 
in dealing with this extremely important matt er.

It does occur to us and I think to others as well, however, that  
the vote on March 1 was of such a serious natu re, and then  the 
statements made the reaf ter have both complicated the  role of th e 
administra tion dramatically. Our role is to try to help resolve that  
part icul ar situation rather tha n add more confusion to the  present 
problem.

Tha t is why we are here today.
Certainly the House of Representatives, the American public, 

and part icula rly this committee have a responsibility I believe to 
ascer tain the facts concerning our unprecedented vote in the 
United Nations. As this  committee is well aware, a number of very 
important questions remain unanswered. In fact, t he basic question 
concerning this whole affair  remains unresolved. Does the  U.S. 
vote in favor of U.N. Security Council Resolution 465 const itute a 
fundamental change in policy regardless of our lat er disavowal?

In my mind tha t fundamental question remains unanswered be
cause the adm inis tration’s only belated objection to the U.N resolu
tion lies in its seven references to Jerusalem. I believe tha t other  
portions of the  resolution need to be carefully  examined as well to 
see whether a policy shift toward Israel has in fact taken place.
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The fact that it took the administration  more than 2 full days to 
discover its mistake in voting for th e resolution does not give me a 
grea t deal of confidence tha t no change in policy was decided on. 
The only way for the American people and Congress to know 
whether ther e was a significant  shift in U.S. policy is for the 
administra tion to provide us with the documentation concerning 
the decision on the U.N. vote.

And that is precisely what our resolution of inquiry asks the 
President to provide to the House of Representatives. Considering 
that recen t press reports indicate that  the Pres iden t’s advisers 
disagreed on whether to vote for the  resolution, I believe t ha t this 
might suggest tha t there was a change of policy.

Personally, I believe that the U.S. vote in the Security Council 
marked  a radical shift in our stance  toward Israeli  settlem ents. 
Earlie r, we had abstained from voting on similar resolutions be
cause we deemed it important not to prejudge the  future status of 
the West Bank, the Gaza Strip , or, especially, Jerusalem.

The status of these areas  was to be properly decided in the 
course of negotiations between Israel  and her  neighbors. It is not 
only the references to Jerusalem, but  also the  resolution’s refer 
ences to these areas as “Palestinian and othe r Arab terr itories ” 
which prejudges the eventual outcome of the  negotiations on the 
ultimate sovereignty of the areas in dispute. Accepting language 
calling these areas “Palestin ian and other Arab terr itories” goes 
beyond our previous positions, I believe, especially in light of the 
sensitivity of the autonomy talks  now being discussed.

Mr. Chairman, you have before you a copy of a text  of the 
resolution itself and since I am going to make reference  to par ticu
lar paragraphs  in the resolution I would ask to draw the commit
tee ’s a ttention to those paragraphs as I go through this part of my 
testimony.

[The resolution referred to follows:]
U.N. Security Coun cil ,

New York, N. Y., March 1, 1980. 

Resolution 465 (1980)

ADOPTED BY THE SECURITY COUNCIL AT ITS 2203D MEET ING ON MARCH 1, 1980 

The Security Council,
Taking note of the reports of the Commission of the Security Council established 

under resolution 446 (1979) to examine the situation relating to settlements in the 
Arab territo ries occupied since 1967, including Jerusa lem, contained in documents 
S /13450 and Corr. 1 and S /13679.

Taking note also of letter s from the Perm anent Representative of Jordan (S/ 
13801) and the Permanent Representative  of Morocco, Chairman of the Islamic 
Group (S/13802),

Strongly deploring the refusal by Israel to co-operate with the Commission and 
regretting its formal rejection of resolutions 446 (1979) and 452 (1979),

Affirming once more t ha t the Fourth Geneva Convention relative to the Protec
tion of Civilian Persons in Time of War of August 12, 1949 is applicable to the Arab 
territo ries occupied by Israel since 1967, including Jerusalem,

Deploring the decision of the Government of Israel to officially support Israeli 
settlement in the  Pa lestinian and other Arab te rritor ies occupied since 1967,

Deeply concerned over the practices of the Israeli authorities in implementing 
tha t settlement policy in the occupied Arab territor ies, including Jerusalem, and its 
consequences for the  local Arab and Palestin ian population,

Taking into account the need to consider measures for the  impar tial protection of 
private and public land and property, and water resources,
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Bear ing in mind the  specific sta tus  of Je rus ale m and,  in par ticula r, the  need for 

protection  and preserva tion of the  unique spirit ua l and religious dimension of the  
Holy Places in the  city,

Drawing att ention to the  grave consequences which the  sett lem ent  policy is bound 
to have  on any  att em pt to reac h a comprehens ive, just and last ing  peace in the  
Middle East,

Recall ing pertinent Security Council resolu tions , specifically resolutions 237 (1967) 
of Ju ne  14, 1967, 252 (1968) of May 21, 1968, 267 (1969) of J uly  3, 1969, 271 (1969) of 
September 15, 1969 and 298 (1971) of September 25, 1971, as well as the  consensus 
sta tem ent made by the  Pre sident  of the  Secu rity  Council on November 11, 1976,

Having invit ed Mr. Fehd Qawasmeh, Mayor of Al-Khalil (Hebron), in the occupied 
ter rito ry,  to supply it with  information pu rsu an t to rule 39 of the  provisiona l rules 
of procedure,

1. Commends the  work done by th e Commission in prepar ing  t he rep ort  conta ined  
in document S /13679;

2. Accepts the  conclusion and recom mendations contained in the  abovementioned 
report of the Commission;

3. Calls upon all parties, par ticula rly  the  G overnment of Israel,  to co-opera te with  
the  Commission;

4. Strong ly deplores  the  decision of Isra el to proh ibit  the  free  travel of Mayor 
Fahd Qawasmeh in order to appear  before the  Security Council, and requ ests  Israel 
to permit  his free travel  to the  United Nations Headq uar ters for th at  purpose;

5. Dete rmines th at  all measures tak en by Israel to change the  physical cha rac ter,  
demographic composition, ins titu tional  str uc tu re  or sta tus  of the  Pa les tin ian  and 
oth er Arab  t err ito rie s occupied since 1967, includ ing Jerusa lem , or any pa rt thereof, 
have  no legal valid ity and th at  Isr ae l’s policy and pract ices of set tlin g pa rts  of its 
population  and new imm igra nts in those  t err ito rie s con stitute  a  f lag ran t viola tion of 
the  Fou rth Geneva Convention rela tive  to the  Pro tect ion of Civilian  Persons in 
Time of War and  also constitute  a  serious  obs truction  to achieving a  comprehens ive, 
jus t and and last ing  peace in the  Middle East;

6. Strongly deplores the  continuation and  pers isten ce of I srae l in pursuing those  
policies a nd practices  and calls upon the  G overnment and  people of Israel  to rescind 
those  measures,  to dism antl e the  exis ting set tleme nts  and in parti cu lar  to cease, on 
an urg ent  basis, the  establishme nt, construction and  planning of sett lem ent s in the  
Arab t err ito rie s occupied since 1967, inc luding Jerusa lem ;

7. Calls upon all Sta tes  not to provide Israel with  an assi stance to be used 
specifically in connection with  sett lem ent s in the  occupied ter rito ries ;

8. Request s the  Commission to con tinu e to examine the situ atio n rel ating  to 
sett lem ents in the  Arab ter rito rie s occupied since 1967, inclu ding Jerusa lem , to 
investiga te the  reported serious deple tion of na tu ra l resources, par ticula rly  the  
water resources, with  a view to ens urin g the protectio n of th ose impor tan t na tural 
resources of the  ter rito rie s und er occupation, and to keep under  close scrutiny the  
implementat ion of the  p resent  resolution;

9. Request s the  Commission to report  to the  Secu rity  Council before Sep tember 1, 
1980, and decides to convene at  the  earlies t possible dat e the reaf ter  in order to 
consider  t he report  and the  fu ll implem entatio n of the pre sen t resolut ion.

Mr. Dodd. In addition, paragraphs 1 and 2 of the  U.N. resolution 
commend and accept the results of the  Special U.N. Security Coun
cil Commission charged with examining the question of Israeli 
settlements  in the West Bank, Gaza, and in Jerusalem. On March 
1, 1980, we commended the Commission and accepted its findings, 
but on March 22, 1979, we abstained on the Security  Council reso
lution establishing this Commission saying we had grave doubts 
about the utilit y of the Commission, and saying that  its establish
ment would inter ject an unnecessary irr ita nt  into the ongoing 
peace process.

It appears  that our position has changed on that  point as well.
Paragrap h 5 of the U.N. resolution determines that  all measures  

taken  by Israel changing “the physical character, demographic 
composition, insti tutional structure, or sta tus ” of the West Bank, 
Gaza, or Jerusalem  have no legal validity. The danger  of para 
graph  5 is t ha t by declaring all Israeli  actions illegal, it may make 
ongoing negotiations  impossible and destroy some of the progress

6 1-2 53  0 - 8 0 - 2
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made at Camp David. The U.N. resolution clearly places Israel in 
an inflexible  position on the autonomy talks  which we struggled to 
see started.

Perhaps the most significant departure from past U.S. policy 
toward Israeli settlements was contained in paragraph 6 of the 
resolution strongly deploring the settlements and calling for them 
to be dismantled. While the official U.S. position has been that 
most of the settlements are illegal, this is the first time we have 
joined in demanding that  they be dismantled in a Security Council 
resolution. This unprecedented U.S. position again prejudges the 
future outcome of the autonomy talks. Ambassador McHenry’s 
statement after the vote that dismantling all the settlements might 
be impractical  hardly mitigates the damage done by the vote itself. 
In fact, the only change we were able to get in this Arab-sponsored 
resolution was the deletion of a paragraph which falsely  implied 
that the Israeli Government does not permit the exercise of reli
gious freedom in Jerusalem. That  is not much of a victory for 
American diplomacy.

Mr. Chairman, I have mentioned a few areas where I believe 
that  the administration has adopted a new policy position regard
ing Israeli settlements aside from the seven references to Jerusa
lem which the President  maintains he wanted to see deleted. My 
point is that even if  one completely accepts the administration’s 
explanation that there was a lack of communication, this commit
tee still has a responsibility to look into changes in U.S. policy 
toward Israel. I believe that our resolution of inquiry, if fully 
complied with, will allow this committee and Congress to learn the 
full truth concerning our stance on Israeli settlements. I do not 
deny the administration’s right to make changes in our interna
tional positions, but if  our policy has changed, then Congress and 
the American people have a right to know. If there is no change in 
our position, except for the disavowed references to Jerusalem, 
then I would think  that  the administration would be eager to 
provide this committee with the necessary proof.

Personally, I would also be interested to know whether the ad
ministration plans to place itse lf more firmly on the record in 
correcting the March 1 vote in the United Nations. I might suggest 
that  if the administration is serious about disavowing that unfortu
nate vote, perhaps the President  might want to write to the Presi
dent of the U.N. Security Council and offic ially place into the U.N. 
record a detailed disavowal of our vote.

I am deeply disappointed that  the administration saw fit not to 
appear before the committee this afternoon but I understand why. 
The Secretary is in New York.

I certainly want to give him an opportunity to appear before the 
committee in executive session or otherwise to explain what oc
curred. That  is my purpose in being here. Again I want to empha
size I have no desire whatsoever  to complicate, to confuse, to side
track, to undermine at all the peace process that  is going on in the 
Middle East. However, I feel very strongly if we don’t resolve this 
particular  problem we not only complicate our relationship with 
Israel but as well with our allies in the Arab  world and I would 
urge this committee to take proper action on this resolution and I 
thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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[Mr. Dodd’s p repa red stat em en t follows:]
Prepared Statement of Hon. Christopher J. Dodd, a Representative in 

Congress From the State of Connecticut

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, one week ago today my colleagues 
from New York, Ms. Holtzman and Mr. Fish, and I introduced a resolution of 
inquiry concerning the vote in the U.N. Security Council on the Israeli settlements. 
We introduced House Resolution 598 for one fundamental reason: in order to clear 
up the confusion resulting from our vote in the Security Council and the adminis
trat ion’s subsequent disavowal of tha t vote. Mr. Chairman, I want to emphasize tha t

• I have no desire to further embarrass the administration over this affair; but I do 
want to learn the tru th about why this country voted the way it did at the U.N.

I believe tha t the House of Representatives, and this committee in particu lar, 
have a c lear responsibility to ascerta in the facts concerning our unprecedented vote 
in the U.N. As this committee is well aware, a number of very impor tant questions

• remain unanswered. In fact, the basic question concerning this  whole af fair remains 
unresolved: Does the U.S. vote in favor of U.N. Security Council Resolution 465 
constitute a fundamental change in policy regardless of our la ter disavowal?

In my mind t hat  fundamental question remains unanswered because the  adminis
tration s only belated objection to the U.N. resolution lies in its seven references to 
Jerusalem. I believe tha t other portions of the resolution need to be carefully 
examined as well to see whether  a policy shift towards Israel has in fact taken 
place.

The fact  t ha t it took the  administration more than two full days to “discover” its 
mistake in voting for the resolution does not give me a great  deal of confidence that 
no change in policy was decided on. The only way for the American people and 
Congress to know whether there  was a significant shift in U.S. policy is for the 
adminis tration to provide us with the documentation concerning the decision on the 
U.N. vote. And that is precisely what our resolution of inquiry asks the President to 
provide to the House of Representatives. Considering that  recent press reports 
indicate tha t the President’s advisory disagreed on whether  to vote for the resolu
tion, I believe tha t this might suggest tha t there  was a  change of policy.

Personally, 1 believe th at the U.S. vote in the Security Council marked a radical 
shift in our stance towards Israeli settlements. Earlier, we had abstained from 
voting on similar resolutions because we deemed it impor tant not to pre-judge the 
future status of the West Bank, the Gaza Strip , or especially Jerusalem. The s tatus 
of these areas was to be properly decided in the course of negotiations between 
Israel and her neighbors. It is not only the references to Jerusalem, but also the 
resolution’s references to these areas as “Palest inian  and other Arab terri torie s” 
which pre-judges the eventual outcome of the negotiations on the ultimate sover
eignty of the areas in dispute. Accepting language calling these areas  “Palestin ian 
and other Arab terri tories” goes beyond our previous positions, I believe, especially 
in light of the sensitivity of the autonomy talks now being discussed.

In addition, paragraphs 1 and 2 of the U.N. resolution commend and accept the 
results of the special U N. Security Council Commission charged with examining the 
question of Israeli settlements in the  West Bank, Gaza, and in Jerusalem. On March 
1, 1980, we commended the Commission and accepted its findings, but on March 22, 
1979, we abstained on the Security Council Resolution establishing this Commission 
saying we had “grave doubts” about the utility  of the Commission, and saying tha t 
its establishment would interject an unnecessary irr itant into the on-going peace 
process. It appears t ha t our position has changed on that point as well.

Paragraph 5 of the U.N. resolutions determines tha t all measures taken by Israel 
changing th e “physical character, demographic composition, institu tiona l structu re, 
or status” of the West Bank, Gaza, or Jerusalem have “No legal validity.” The

• danger of paragraph 5 is tha t by declaring all Israeli actions illegal, it may make 
on-going negotiations impossible and destroy some of the progress made at Camp 
David. The U.N. resolution clearly places Israel in an inflexible position on the 
autonomy talks which we struggled to see started.

Perhaps the most significant departure  from past U.S. policy towards Israeli
• settlements was contained in paragraph six of the resolution “strongly deploring” 

the settlements and calling for them to be dismantled. While the official U.S. 
position has been tha t most of the settlements  are illegal, this is the first time we 
have joined in demanding tha t they be dismantled in a Security Council resolution. 
This unprecedented U.S. position again pre-judges the future outcome of the auton
omy talks. Ambassador McHenry’s sta teme nt after the  vote tha t dismantling all the 
settlements might be impractical hardly  mitigates  the damage done by the vote 
itself. In fact, the only change we were able to get in this Arab-sponsored resolution
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was the deletion of a paragraph which falsely implied tha t the Israeli Government 
does not permit the exercise of religious freedom in Jerusalem. That is not much of 
a victory for American diplomacy.

Mr. Chairman, I have mentioned a few areas where I believe tha t the administra
tion has adopted a  new policy position regarding Israeli settlements aside from the 
seven references to Jerusa lem which the president main tains he wanted to see 
deleted. My point is th at even if one completely accepts the admin istration’s expla
nation tha t there  was a lack of communication, this committee still has a responsi
bility to look into changes in U.S. policy towards Israel. I believe that our resolution 
of inquiry, if fully complied with, will allow this committee and Congress to learn 
the  full tru th concerning our stance on Israeli settlements. I do not deny the 
admin istrat ion’s right to make changes in our international positions, but if our 
policy has changed, then  Congress and the American people have a right to know. If 
there is no change in our position, except for the disavowed references to Jerusalem, 
then  I would think  tha t the adminis tration would be eager to provide this commit
tee with the necessary proof.

Personally, I would also be interested to know whether the administration plans 
to place itself more firmly on the record in correcting the March 1st vote in the 
U.N. I might suggest tha t if the administ ration is serious about disavowing tha t 
unfor tunate  vote, perhaps the President might want to wri te to the President of the 
U.N. Security Council and officially place into the U.N. record a detailed disavowal 
of our vote.

I am deeply disappointed t ha t the adminis tration saw fit not to appear before the 
committee this afternoon. Perhaps if representatives from the administ ration were 
here, we might discover what actually led to our U.N. vote and we might learn 
what the administ ration plans to do to correct its vote. Considering tha t there  is no 
one here to answer our questions, I would suggest tha t the committee vote to pass 
House Resolution 598, and learn the tru th in this affair.

The Chairman. Thank you, Mr. Dodd.
We will next hear from Hon. Hamil ton Fish.

STATEMENT OF HON. HAMILTON FISH, JR. A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK

Mr. F ish. Thank you, Mr. Chairm an and members  of the commit
tee. I too would ask to have the full text  of my remarks inserted  in 
the  record and I will try  to be brief  because obviously much of this 
has been so ably said by my colleagues.

Mr. Chairman,  a continuing longstanding support of Israel and a 
recognition of its importance to the strategic  and security  intere sts 
of our own country in that troubled region of the  world has been a 
constant in our foreign policy. For the firs t time since I have been 
a Member of Congress, however, we face the  possiblility of radical 
change in our Middle East policy.

Israel has remained a stable, reliable  ally. Events of the past 
year  clearly demonstrat e how vital it is to U.S. interests tha t we 
support Is rael as a buffer to Soviet expansion in t ha t region.

The U.S. vote in favor of an Arab-sponsored resolution in the 
United Nations Security Council on March 1, calling on Israel to 
dismantle all of its settlements in the West Bank and the old city 
of Jerusalem was a terrible mistake. This vote in my judgment 
undermines  the cur ren t bilateral negotiat ions between Israel and 
Egypt on the autonomy of the West Bank and Gaza, and will 
strength en the extremist Arab States, who have refused to enter 
into the peace process.

President Carter claims the vote was an error.  It is my conten
tion tha t on a ma tter  of such high prior ity with policy and national 
secur ity implications, the President  should have left no doubt as to 
wha t the vote should have been. If the Pres iden t wanted the refer
ences to Jerusa lem removed from the resolution,  Mr. Ca rter should
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have been aware  of the specific language  prior to the vote, not 2 
days late r when the damage was done. Support  of the resolution 
leaves serious doubts as to what U.S. policy is toward Israel.

For over 1 month, Carter administration  officials had  the  text of 
the lates t U.N. resolution for the ir review. As all of you must 
know, decisions of this magni tude are not made in a spurious 
manner. According to press accounts, the final draf t of the  resolu
tion was presented to Secretary Vance, who sat down with Pres i
dent Carter to discuss the vote. Mr. Cart er apparently told Secre
tary  Vance to have the references  to Jeru salem deleted prior to 
voting in favor of the  resolution.

However, it is obvious that this was not done. What was over
looked was the fact t ha t the resolution  referred to Je rusa lem seven 
times, six times linking the city with the West Bank, Gaza, and  the 
Golan Heights as par t of the  occupied territories . For example, 
paragraph 6 of the resolution called upon the Government of Israel 
to “dismantle all existing settl ements and in par ticu lar to cease, 
the establ ishment * * * of settl ements in the Arab terr itor ies occu
pied since 1967, including Jerusa lem .” I t is a complete surprise and 
a shock to me that any U.S. leader would designate Jeru salem as 
occupied Arab terri tory . This para graph of the resolution  does not 
even allow for the Israelis  p resent ly in Jerusalem  to remain .

Thirty thousand Jews have, therefore, been officially informed by 
the United States  that they must  leave the ir most cherished place 
of worship, which they recovered in self-defense and in which they 
welcome persons of every faith.

Jerusalem  has always been the  historical and cultural  center of 
the Jewish faith. It was the city of King David and King Solomon. 
Its origins are Jewish, and for th is Government to ta ke the position 
that this is not so, is totally unacceptable  to me.

In two other portions of the  resolution , there is a reference  to 
“the Palestinian and other  Arab territo ries.” It must be news to 
members of this committee that  the  United  States  has suddenly 
recognized a Palestinian enti ty and terr itory . On the  contrary, it 
has been clearly understood that  recognition was a key issue to be 
determined in accordance with the Camp David accords.

Mr. Chairman, the Congress cannot afford to let any adm inis tra
tion compromise our staunchest ally in a critica l region of the 
world. We should not permit the  world to doubt our ability  to 
conduct our foreign affairs in a professional and responsible 
manner.

In several countries, notably Denmark, Sweden, Hungary, and 
Switzerland, the Parl iam ent  is at least consulted on matter s of 
importance prior to any decision. Can you imagine the  full dress 
debate that such a development would have in such par liam entry 
nations  as Canada and Grea t Britain .

It is the province of this committee and of the Congress to 
investigate to the fullest extent possible the reasons for the  presi
den t’s failure, if any, to communicate his intent  effectively to our 
United Nations Ambassador. We owe it to ourselves and to the 
American people to learn  precisely what is our policy toward 
Israel.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
[Mr. Fish ’s prepared  s tatement follows:]
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P repared Statement  of Hon . H amilton Fish , J r., a Representative in 
Congress From the State of New York

Mr. Chairman, I speak to you today with the perspective on one who has been 
close to events in Israel and to United States policy towards tha t country for many 
years. A continuing long-standing support of Israel and a recognition of its impor
tance to the strategic and security interes ts of our own country in tha t troubled 
region of the world has been a constant in our foreign policy. For the first time 
since I have been a Member of Congress, however, we face the  possibility of radical 
change in our Middle East policy.

Israel has remained a stable, reliable ally. Events of the past year clearly demon
stra te how vital it is to U.S. interes ts tha t we support Israel as a buffer to Soviet 
expansion in tha t region.

The United States vote in favor of an Arab-sponsored resolution in the United 
Nations Security Council on March 1, calling on Israel to dismantle all of its 
settlements in the West Bank and the old city of Jerusalem was a terrible mistake. 
This vote in my judgment undermines the current bilateral negotiations between 
Israel and Egypt on the autonomy of the West Bank and Gaza, and will strengthen 
the extremist Arab states, who have refused to e nter  into the peace process.

Presiden t Carter  claims the vote was an error. It is my contention tha t on a 
mat ter of such high priority with policy and nationa l security implications, the 
President should have left no doubt as to what the vote should have been. If the 
President wanted the references to Jerusalem removed from the resolution, Mr. 
Carter should have been aware of the  specific language prior to the vote, not two 
days later when the damage was done. Support of the resolution leaves serious 
doubts as to what United States policy is towards Israel. This situation is extremely 
unfortunate. The admin istration’s admission to the error  did not, in my estimation, 
correct the problem, but compounded it. With the recent setbacks in our foreign 
policy, I find it unthinkable that  such a leisurely approach was taken on such a 
crucial matter . The Washington Post’s print ing of two different headlines last 
Tuesday, one stating  the vote was cleared at the top and the other stating  Carter 
admitted  his error, illust rates the confusion over the  issue.

For over one month, Carte r administra tion officials had the text of the latest U.N. 
resolution for thei r review. As all of you must know, decisions of this magnitude are 
not made in a spurious manner. According to press accounts, the final draft of the 
resolution was presented to Secretary Vance, who sat down with  President Carter  to 
discuss the vote. Mr. Car ter apparently told Secretary Vance to have the references 
to Jerusalem deleted prior  to voting in favor of the resolution.

However, i t is obvious tha t this was not done. What was overlooked was the fact 
tha t the resolution referred to Jerusalem seven times, six times linking the city 
with the West Bank, Gaza, and the Golan Heights as par t of the  occupied te rritor
ies. For example, paragraph six of the resolution called upon the government of 
Israel to “dismantle all existing settlements and in part icula r to cease, the 
establishment . . .  of settlements in the Arab terri torie s occupied since 1967, in
cluding Jerusalem.” It is a complete surprise and a shock to me tha t any United 
States leader would designate Jerusalem as occupied Arab territo ry. This paragraph 
of the resolution does not even allow for the Israelis presently in Jerusalem to 
remain. Thirty thousand Jews have therefore been officially informed by the United 
States tha t they must leave thei r most cherished place of worship, which they 
recovered in self-defense and in which they welcome persons of every faith.

Jerusalem has always been the historical and cultu ral center of the Jewish faith. 
It was the city of King David and King Solomon. Its origins a re Jewish, and for this 
Government to take the position tha t this is not so, is totally  unacceptable to me.

For nearly twenty years, those of the Jewish faith were denied access to the old 
city and the holiest site in the Jewish religion. From 1948 to 1967, when the old city 
was under the illegal control of Jordan, it became a city divided by barbed wire and 
fences. It is strange tha t under those conditions there was not an outpouring of 
sentiment against the Jordanian occupation of the city.

Today, both Jew and non-Jew can visit and pray together. The implements of war 
have been removed and the barb-wire and fences torn down. I find it intolerable 
that  this Government would support any moves to retu rn the city to the status 
prior to 1967.

In two o ther portions of the resolution, there  is a reference to “the Palestinian 
and other Arab te rrito ries”. It must be news to Members of this Committee tha t the 
United States has suddenly recognized a Palest inian entity  and territory . On the 
contrary, it has been clearly understood tha t recognition was a key issue to be 
determined in accordance with the Camp David accords.
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In addition, the resolution states tha t all physical, demographic and institu tiona l 
changes Israel has made in those “Palestinian and other” lands violate “the Fourth  
Geneva Convention relative to the Protection of Citizens in Time of War.” The 
Convention was adopted in 1949 as a response to crimes committed during  the  Nazi 
occupation of Europe. The language suggests tha t the Israeli presence in the West 
Bank is comparable to the Nazi conquest of Europe by aggression. It furt her  
insinuates tha t during Israel’s adminis tration of the West Bank, atrocities have 
been committed on the level of th e Nazis. This is a condemnation of Isra el that  is 
totally unacceptable and should have been cause in itself to reject the entir e 
resolution.

It is my understanding tha t the Preside nt may not have reviewed the resolution
• prior to the final vote, and tha t he was not aware of the text until Monday. Last 

week, I described the President’s actions as a “blunder of th e greatest magni tude”.
I am further amazed and astonished at the  attem pts to explain the vote. We have 

drawn the wrat h and earned the distrust of Israel. We have undermin ed the 
painstaking and carefully worded Camp David accords.

• The Congress cannot afford to let any administra tion compromise our staunchest 
ally in a critical region of the  world. We should not permit  the world to doubt our 
ability to conduct our foreign affairs in a professional and responsible manner .

In several countries, notably Denmark, Sweden, Hungary, and Switzerland, the 
parliament is at least consulted on matters of importance prior to any decision. In 
Great Britain or Canada, a similar development would evoke a full dress debate in 
their Parliame nts. With the  present level of tension in the Middle East, it would 
clearly behoove the President to consult Congress in advance of making a radical 
change in policy.

We in the Congress do have certai n powers to affect the outcome of decisions of 
the President  in such matters . With one hundred and twenty  Congressmen and 
sixty-eight Senators on Committees tha t control defense appropria tions, armed 
forces, government operations, and foreign commerce, we can and we should exert  a 
strong influence on the  executive decisionmaking process. Often, as in the inst ant  
case, th is is an  ex post facto exercise, bu t it is a  duty which we cannot and will not 
shirk.

It is the province of this Committee and of the Congress to investigate to the 
fullest exten t possible the reasons for the Pres iden t’s fa ilure, if any, to communicate 
his i nten t effectively to our United Nations Ambassador. We owe i t to ourselves and 
to th e American people to learn precisely what is our policy toward Israel.

FINA L ACTION ON RESOLUTION POSTPONED

Ms. Holtzman. If I might make one brie f comment. The thre e 
cosponsors of the resolution were not presented with a copy of the 
adm inis trat ion’s response unti l approximately 12:30 this  afternoon. 
I thin k we would be perfectly willing to defer our rights to call up 
this resolution on the  floor to allow your distinguished  committee 
to hea r from the Secre tary of Sta te or any othe r witnesses th at  the  
adm inistr ation  cares to prese nt in order to get the  facts with 
regard to the resolution of inquiry.

Chairm an Zablocki. The Chair appre ciates  the  gentle woma n’s 
statem ent. Your willingness to defer floor consideration is most 
helpful in view of the  fact th at  the  committee itsel f did not receive 
the  lett er unt il shortly past noon. T he Chair believes th at  this  is a 
very sensitive mat ter. I would also have to comment th at  the  U.S. 
action and the  subsequent disavowal of i t precipitate d an extre me
ly unfo rtun ate inciden t in term s of Unit ed States -Israeli relati ons

• and the U.S. prest ige in the Middle East.
If magnified, if we took the vote on your resolution of in quiry  at 

the prese nt time, favorably or what ever way we would act upon it, 
it could be take n out of perspective fur the r and could seriously 
affect the  autonom y negotiations, and the  Camp David peace 
process.
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The Camp David peace process is not in question at the moment, 
but  what I would call into question is the benefit to be derived 
from dissecting this recen t incident and having  it aired at this 
time. To my mind this would only serve to exacerbate the tensions 
and misunderstandings already generated by the  vote. In no way 
could it  undo the damage done.

I am sure my colleagues would agree the primary task  before us 
at  this time is to demonstrate our continued and unwavering sup
port for Israel. I believe the best way to convey this message, the 
best way to translate  these words into action, is th rough  passage of 
the  foreign assistance programs which are scheduled for action as 
the  committee proceeds in the markup of a draft foreign assistance 
legislation  for fiscal y ear 1981. I would, therefore, urge we tur n our «
energy  in this direction in order to accomplish this task  as expedi
tiously as possible. I believe this will bet ter serve to affirm our 
support for Israel and the Camp David peace process, the  best  hope 
for peace in the Middle East.

In view of the voluminous documents that  a re rela ted to the vote 
of March 1, and the let ter  of explanation that  has been read by the  
chief of s taff and provided by the Secre tary of State through the 
Assis tant Secretary for Congressional Relations, the  adoption of 
House Resolution 598 would serve no useful purpose.

Therefore, I am very pleased that  the principal sponsor and 
cosponsors are agreeable  to withholding any action until  we hear  
from the Secretary of Sta te or a represen tative of the  Department 
of S tate to discuss the U.S. action and its implications more fully.
Indeed Assistant Secretary Atwood’s last para graph states  “The 
Department wishes to cooperate with the  committee  as it seeks to 
fulfill its responsibilities to the House of R epresentat ives” and we 
will seek to have an executive session with the Secre tary of Sta te 
or a representa tive of the State  Department to give the ir further  
views on the situa tion as i t developed in  the United Nations.

This incident  has been most unfo rtunate. However, if we took 
action now I thin k it would only prec ipita te more difficult prob
lems tha t I am sure we all wish to avoid. The principa l sponsor 
involved would prefer  that this should not be acted upon immedi
ately  and, therefore, again I must say I deeply apprec iate the 
gentlelady’s and cosponsors’ understanding  tha t we postpone action 
for a few days.

Ms. Holtzman. So the  record is prefectly clear on this point, I 
don’t thin k we have agreed to postpone this  indefinitely. What we 
have agreed to is to postpone the calling up in the  next few days to 
perm it the Secretary of State  or represen tative of the State Depart
ment to appear. Furthermore, I, myself, would like to say for the »
record I don’t necessarily agree with the  cha irm an’s description of 
why it would be undesirable to call up his resolution at this time. I 
think the best thing that could happen with regard to U.S. policy 
and its relationship with states  in the Middle East is to make sure *
its policy is clearly understood. I don’t think we know that . I th ink 
that  is the purpose of the resolution of inquiry, so we agree to a 
postponement for f urther  purposes of pe rmit ting  this committee as 
prompt  a period of time as feasible to obtain  the  information tha t 
resolution  calls for.
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Mr. Dodd. I would agree with that, Mr. Chairman. I feel that  
there  is no purpose in acting today. I think in light of the fact the 
Secretary  can’t be here and the fact we only had this response for 
an hour or so I am sure the committee would want an opportunity 
to hear the Secretary  or his representative to go through this. That  
is what we are looking for. It is not the passage of a resolution. It 
is tryin g to get to the bottom of what occurred and I just add that 
the danger may be that we have tried to avoid this somehow and 
pretend that it did not happen. I can appreciate the willingness 
and the desire to want to put it behind us.

The fact is it did. There is no question in my mind some of the 
things that are going on at this very  hour in the Middle East 
direct ly relate  to what  happened here. I think the quicker we deal 
with this the better off we will be, but I agree the question of 
deferring for several days to give the Secretary or his representa
tives an opportunity to come before the committee and explain this 
is perfect ly satisfactory to me.

AVA ILABILITY OF EXECUTIVE BRANCH DOCUMENTS

Chairman Zablocki. The Chair will recognize the members in 
the regular order as we normally do on a matte r of this sort. The 
Chair  would say that  in resolutions of inquiry, in the past when 
this committee has been asked to take  action, the judgment it 
would have to make is whether the Department in question— in 
this case the State  Department has responded, to the extent they 
can, to the request for information in the resolution of inquiry.

Now, the lette r from the Secr etary of State  is intended to do so. 
Of  course, the gentlelady from New York says that it is not enough. 
As far as the issue of invoking executive privilege,  which was 
something the gentlelady took issue with, in all my years here the 
Congress never received in-house, so-called exchanges or memos 
which are exchanged between execu tive agencies of Government or 
the Nation al Security Council.

The Chair basically feels that the letter from the Secretary of 
State  plus the documents, the key  documents made avai lable  to the 
committee, to a grea t extent satisfies the request of the resolution. 
However, in view of the  fact that some of my colleagues don’t agree 
and indeed the sponsors of the resolution don’t agree, the Chair 
would hope that we could have further  hearin gs in executive ses
sion with the Department of State  to go further into whatever 
issues remain to be resolved, but I must caution I don’t think we 
can expect that  the executive branch will  provide in-house memos 
that are exchanged between agencies which would fall in the realm 
of executive privilege. Again  I say the Chair rea lly appreciates the 
cooperativeness of the three cosponsors and their willingness not to 
have action today on House Resolution 598.

Mr. Derw inski. Mr. Chairman, point of order.
Mr. Guye r. With regard to the procedure will we be setting a 

time limitation for the administration to appear  before the commit
tee, and will we be receiving  copies of the documents that were 
delivered to the chairman?

Chairm an Zablocki. Yes; documents will have to be reproduced 
by the committee because the State  Department could not supply
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enough copies to us today. So we have a copy and it is my under
stand ing that staff  had  made a copy of the  documents so th at they 
are available  to the  three cosponsors. The gentleman  from New 
York has asked the Chair whether ther e will be a deadline or a 
date  se t when the executive b ranch will respond. Tha t has not even 
been requested by th e cosponsors but we do w ant a date as soon as 
possible. The Chair will try to persuade the  executive branch to 
respond to the request a t the  earliest possible date.

Mr. Guyer. T hank  you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Findley. Mr. Chairman, I assume from the  comments tha t 

you made that the executive branch may, under executive privi
lege, withhold certain documents in its response to a resolution of 
inquiry. Tha t has been the  practice in the  past. Those documents 
could fall unde r executive privilege and we would never  receive 
them. No administ ration in the past has responded to such a 
request.

Well, Mr. Chairman, I have had experience with resolutions of 
inquiry but it is my understanding  tha t documents furnished under 
them  can be h ighly classified but that  the  executive branch cannot  
uni late rally decide to withhold documents under executive privi
lege.

Chairman Zablocki. The Chair must respec tfully disagree with 
the  gentleman because in the  past we did not receive documents 
from any President that  he deemed were with in the realm of 
executive privilege.

Mr. Wolff. Mr. Chairman, in the  na tur e of a par liam enta ry 
inquiry: On the documents that we are to receive, will t ha t include 
the  cable t raffic between the  State  Dep artm ent and the  mission at 
the  United Nations?

Chairman Zablocki. The  Chai r’s understanding is that  much of 
the  communication on this par ticu lar decision has been oral with 
no notes  taken.

STATE DEPARTMENT COMMUNICATION WITH U.S. MISSION AT THE 

U.N.

Mr. Wolff. Mr. Chairm an, a fur the r par liam entary  inquiry. I 
jus t add to that  as my colleague, Mr. Rosenthal, and you have 
served at the United  Nations you know that  the re is very little  in 
the  way of communications back and forth. Mr. W inn who also jus t 
served ther e knows many of the  communications back and forth 
are  verbal communications.  In fact, one of the  problems at the 
United Nations  is they have too much cable traffic back and forth, 
you cannot make a determination  as to wha t is substantive or not 
substan tive. It seems inconceivable to me th at  any decision like 
this  could have been made without an affirmation in writing on a 
decision as momentous as a  vote at the  U nited  Nations.

AMBASSADOR M’ HENRY AS POTENTIAL WITNESS

Mr. Broomfield. Mr. Chairman.
Chai rman  Zablocki. The gentleman from Michigan.
Mr. Broomfield. I would like to ask a question, Mr. Chairman. Is 

it your inten tion also to have Ambassador McHenry here? One
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worries about all of these communications and whe ther  we will get 
them or not. We might jus t ask Mr. McHenry to appe ar before the 
committee?

Chairman Zablocki. Well, is it  Ambassador yet?
Mr. Dodd. I thin k the gent leman’s point  is excellent. I thin k we 

need both parties  involved.

QUESTION  OF U.S. POLICY CHANGE TOWARD MIDDLE EAST

Mr. Broomfield. The whole question here is: Has our policy 
changed as far as the Middle Eas t is concerned? Rather  than  worry 
about these communications, which require a Philadelph ia lawyer 
to inte rpre t, it might be bet ter  to ask those directly  involved to 
appear before our committee. What troubles me is why someone 
didn’t call the President and say, “Mr. President, we have a sensi
tive issue before the Security Council and I need your advice.” Why 
couldn’t th at have been done?

Ms. Holtzman. I think you have made an excellent point. There 
has been enough alleged with regard  to mistakes and I thin k the 
committee would be well advised to have the  people involved in the 
relev ant decisions testify as to what happened. In fact, if the  gen
tleman will read the resolution of inquiry, it directs  the President, 
not the  Secretary of State, to respond and specifically asks for 
representation s made by or on behalf of Secretary Vance or Donald 
McHenry to the President  about the resolution.

Mr. Broomfield. You see, I accepted the Pres iden t’s word that 
he made a mistake, there is no question about tha t, but I want  to 
know whether or not our policy has changed. I think that is the 
key th at we are  all interested  in.

Mrs. Fenwick. Would the gentleman  yield?
Mr. Broomfield. Yes.
Mrs. Fenwick. The question is: Have we an action which is 

simply a ma tter  of incompetence or is the re a change of policy on 
the par t of one or more of th e people who operate  significan tly in 
this matt er?

Mr. Winn . Would the gentleman yield?
Mr. Broomfield. Yes.

POTENTIAL WITN ESSES IN  ADDITION TO SECRETARY OF STATE

Chairm an Zablocki. So that  we may have regu lar order, I would 
hope that when the gentleman from Michigan has completed his 
statement or inquiry  we could go on in the regu lar order to this 
side.

Mr. Broomfield. Very well.
Chairman Zablocki. The C hair had failed to put the  l ight on and 

we have a real problem. I hope the  gentleman from Michigan will 
understand. I might say to the  gentleman  from Michigan tha t 
Ambassador Donald McHenry is a friend of mine and I would not 
want to do th at to him because we are going to have the Secretary 
of State  here.

Mr. Winn . Mr. Chairman, a parl iamentary  inquiry.
Mr. Chairman, if we are suggesting who might testify  here, we 

might invite Mayor Koch of New York. [Laughter.] I am serious 
about this because in the New York Times and in the Washington
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Post this  morning the  mayor made the sta tem ent  that there is a 
new gang of five that  are  affecting the  policy of the United  States 
for Israel. If th at  is true , I th ink th e committee would want  to hear  
the  Secretary of State, Donald McHenry, Mr. Saunders of the State 
Depar tment , and Andrew Young, formerly  U.N. Representative, 
and Brzezinski, the Pres iden t’s National Securi ty Adviser.

Chairman Zablocki. Well, the  C hair ’s response to th e parliamen
tary inquiry, which really  wasn’t a par liam entary  inquiry -----

Mr. Winn . I didn’t know if there were five or six, that  was my „ 
inquiry.

Chairman Zablocki. We do want this  committee to act responsi
bly and in a honorable way. This is a very serious matter  and we 
don’t want to clown about it. The Chair  is always very humorous « 
but  th is is a very ser ious matt er. I would hope t ha t we can have an 
executive session with the  Secretary of State and the Chair will 
suggest to the Secre tary of State if he needs to have Donald 
McHenry here while he test ifies, he is welcome.

REM ARKS OF  REPR ESE NTATI VES ROSE N TH AL

Mr. Fascell. Mr. Chairman.
Chairm an Zablocki. The gentleman from Florida. Do you pass?
I am sorry. Under th e Findley rule, Mr. Rosenthal is next.
Mr. Rosenthal. Than k you very much, Mr. Chairman. I w ant to 

commend my colleagues for bringing to the committee this resolu
tion of inquiry. I th ink  i t is a very useful asset  and I support it and 
will vote for it. I thin k it is very imp orta nt that  the  committee 
together with our counterpart  in  t he other body obtain  all the facts 
concerning this issue.

I th ink  the funda mental issue involved here  is th at  when a g reat 
nation  dissociates itself  from a vote in the  Secur ity Council, it is a 
unique, almost unheard  of, virtu ally  shocking experience and the 
Congress of the United  S tates is en title d to know the enti re process 
and the proceeding that  went into the  events  that  led up to the 
dissociation from a vote of the Secur ity Council. What happens is, 
we lose credibility in the  United Nations and througho ut the world 
community, and there has been damage to our repu tation in that 
body.

I believe that  in line with wha t the  chai rman said, not only 
should the  Secre tary of State  bring  along all the communication 
and cable traff ic between Washington and New York but  we should 
also hea r from Ambassador McHenry and obtain  his views as to 
the  nature  and the  extent of the damage  done to our reputation 
and ability to continue as a respected  member of the Security * 
Council, not only in matter s rela ting  to Israe l and the  Middle Eas t 
but to all matt ers. Will our vote be subject to suspicion in the 
future?

In view of the  fact of the mention of Ambassador McHenry’s 
name by Mr. Winn appearing  in stories  in the  Washington Post 
and New York Times, I want to repo rt that  Mr. Winn and I served 
as members of t he U.S. delegation to the General Assembly from 
September to December. I worked very, very closely with Ambassa
dor McHenry. I myself believe th at  the  remarks  attr ibuted to
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Mayor Koch both are out of order and unfounded and unaccepta
ble.

It is my view t ha t Ambassador McHenry is a distinguished and 
able Foreign Service officer who follows orders, who does not make 
policy; he is implementing policy that is made by the President  of 
the  United States. As a matter  of fact, I believe the President  when 
he said that  it was a mistake. It was his mistake, and we are 
entitled to understand exactly how that  developed, what  the cir
cumstances  were.

I do believe tha t charging Ambassador McHenry with any of the  
fallout from this event is quite unfair. It is out of keeping with the 
reali ty of the event. It is my opinion that  we mus t hold responsible 
and chargeable the President of the United  States  for everything 
that followed from the time he gave the  first instruction unti l the 
time he gave the last instruction  and we are entit led to all that 
information.

If we determine tha t ther e has been a change of policy, it should 
be made public. The American public m ust be p artn ers  in  all of the 
making and execution of foreign policy of the United  States. It is 
the responsibility of this  committee not to be a handm aiden of the  
administration  in this or any othe r foreign policy but to be v irtu al
ly an adversary in determining the  fair tru th  so the American  
public can decide on its own merit whether they want  to dissociate 
themselves from any new, amended, or changed policy or whether 
they want  to support the policy.

Until  the committee fulfills its mission and mand ate unde r the 
rules of the House and the Consti tution of the United  Stat es—until 
we do tha t we have not fulfilled, in a sense, our responsibility. So I 
want  to make absolutely clear that  I believe you have rendered a 
very useful service in bringing  this  ma tte r before the committee 
and it is my expectation that the  committee will fulfill the respon
sibility as we have so often in the past.

Chairman Zablocki. The Chair desires to announce that  there is 
a vote in process on the windfall profits tax conference report . We 
will recess unti l afte r th e vote and reconvene.

The committee is in recess until  3 o’clock.
[Whereupon, the committee recessed.]

RE M AR KS OF REPRESE N TATI VE SO LA RZ

Chairman Zablocki. The committee will resume its hearing .
The Chair would like to advise that  at the time the  hear ing had 

begun we were operat ing under  the Findley rule so Mr. Solarz, Mr. 
Pease, Mr. Derwinski, Mr. Winn, and Mr. Lagomarsino would be 
called before we go to the other members.

Mr. Bingham. Par liam enta ry inquiry.
Chairman Zablocki. The gentleman from New York.
Mr. Bingham. I assume we will have an opportuni ty to discuss 

the  resolution  afte r the witnesses have completed the ir present a
tion.

Chairman Zablocki. Yes. As a ma tter  of fact, we a re doing tha t 
right now.

Mr. Solarz is recognized.
Mr. Solarz. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
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Let me first of all take  this oppor tunity  to commend our col
leagues for bringing this matter  to the  attentio n of the  committee 
and the Congress and the country.

I have to say that when I first found out about this vote in the 
U.N. I felt a little  bit the way Clemenceau must have felt in 
connection with a somewhat different ma tter  when he said tha t it 
was worse than  a crime, it was stupidity. It seems to me tha t at a 
time when the Soviet Union is on the march  in Afghanistan,  when 
our diplomats are being held hostage in Iran,  that  we really have 
no business enjoining in the condemnation of what is in the final 
analysis our only reliable democratic ally in the Middle East.

It seems to me that instead of calling upon Israel to dismantle 
the existing settlements in the West Bank and Gaza, a demand % which goes way beyond w hat even President Sadat is asking in the 
context of the  autonomy negotiations, that we should, if anything, 
be praising Israel for the economic and territo ria l sacrifices it has 
already made for peace with Egypt.

But given the fact that  we did vote for this  palpably pernicious 
proclamation, it seems to me from the view of those who are 
concerned about the future of Israel that we are far better off that 
the President has repudiated rather than reaffirmed this resolu
tion. While I am not to this day satisfied with the  administ ration’s 
position on the whole settlement question, I am pleased tha t the 
President has chosen to dissociate himself from this singularly 
senseless statement.

Now our three distinguished colleagues all said tha t one of their  
primary concerns was to find out  what  precisely is U.S. policy with 
respect to the questions contained in the U.N. resolution. I have to 
say here that over the course of the  last  few days I think the 
President of the United States  has spoken out publicly in response 
to the very concerns which our colleagues have expressed. For 
example, on the question of Jerusalem  he has said that it is the 
policy of his administra tion to support  the proposition tha t Jerusa 
lem should remain  an undivided city and that  freedom of access 
should be guaranteed to those who choose to worship at the holy 
places of the  different  faiths.

He has said with respect to the  status of the  West Bank and 
Gaza in response to the point that the  language in the resolution 
indicat ing tha t these were Pales tinian and Arab terri tories, ther e
by implicitly prejudging the question of who was entitl ed to sover
eignty of those areas, that  the future status of the West Bank and 
Gaza from the point of view of th is adm inist ration remains  to be 
resolved in the context of the autonomy negotiations and in the 
context  of th e final negotiations that will take  place 3 years after  ♦ 
the  autonomy authority  begins on the West Bank and Gaza.

Insofar as the references in the resolution  to the dismantlement 
of the existing settlements is concerned the President  has publicly 
reaffirmed his point of view and the position of the administration * 
that  he is not nor is the administration  in favor of the  dismantle
ment of exis ting settlements. While he is opposed to the establish
ment of new settlements as every administ ration since 1967 has 
been, Republican and Democratic alike, he is not in favor of dis
man tlem ent of the existing settlements.
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Now I share the concerns that  our thre e colleagues have ex
pressed concerning the events that led up to our casting  a vote. I 
find it hard to understand myself, I thin k it was outrageous. Given 
the fact the vote was cast, it seems to me very clear  that  the 
foreign policy of the  United States is made in the final analysis by 
the President  of the United States and our policy is what the 
President  says our policy is. Insofar as I am concerned, in the  last 
few days the President has publicly, very clearly  and unequivocal
ly, expressed himself on precisely these points. He says Jeru salem 
should rema in an undivided city, he says that  he is not in favor of 
the dismantlement  of existing settlements and he says that  the 
ultim ate status of the  West Bank and Gaza remains to be resolved 
in the negotiations between Israel  and its Arab neighbors.

So to the extent that the Pres iden t says that our policy has not 
changed, that the vote which was cast for this resolution was a 
mistake, I accept that explanat ion. I am pleased t ha t our policy has 
not changed. I would be much more upset if the President  said to 
us that  “I agree with the  resolution and it does express my policy” 
because then  in fact we would have before us a significant reversal 
in American policy toward a very sensitive question.

Our final point, Mr. Chairman. I spoke the other day with our 
very distinguished Ambassador to the autonomy negotiations, Mr. 
Linowitz, who I thin k is doing a magnif icent job in narrowing the 
differences between Israel and Egypt in the  context of these vital 
deliberations. Due to his leadership, for the  first  time in months 
some rea l progress has been made in acquir ing a measu re of agree
ment between Israel and Egypt.

Ambassador Linowitz told me that  in his judgment the  adoption 
of this resolution and a public controversy here on the  Hill over 
who said what  to whom and wha t actually happened could be 
extremely counterproductive  in term s of our ability  to move the 
autonomy negotiations farther.  In addition,  it could have adverse 
consequences for our ability  to achieve an agreement between 
Israel and Egypt because the fact is that  we are dealing here with 
highly emotional and explosive questions  and there is no way you 
can satisfy everybody.

So I would hope, Mr. Chairm an, that  we do have an opportunity  
to schedule an executive session with the  Secre tary of State. I 
thin k we should assure  ourselves as to what happened here. I th ink  
most importantly we wan t to make sure that  snafus  like this  don’t 
happen again. We want  to know what procedures exist between the 
White House and the State Department to make sure  that  our 
U.N. Ambassador votes the way the  Pres iden t wants him to vote. 
But I am not at all convinced th at  a  public exploration of each and 
every one of these issues would be productive in term s of what all 
of us want which is peace in the Middle East.

Mr. Buchanan. Will the  gentleman yield?

REM ARKS OF  REPR ESE NTATI VE D ERW IN SK I

Chairm an Zablocki. The time of the  gentleman  has expired. 
Mr. Derwinski.
Mr. Derwinski. Well, afte r hear ing from Mr. Solarz ther e is 

nothing that a mere mortal  could add. [Laughter.] I commend Ms.
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Holtzman, Mr. Dodd, and Mr. Fish for introducing the resolution 
and recognize that you are members with legitim ate special con
cerns with this issue. I also am especially attr acted to subpara
graph  5 where you call for us to obtain the information and recom
mendat ions made to the President  before and subsequent to the 
vote because obviously there was decis ionmaking there.

Now if I may also commend Mr. Wolff. My experience  at the 
U.N. was the same as yours, that  the detail coming down from th e 
Department to the mission is tremendous and I can’t conceive of 
any instructions being misunderstood. They are too precise, too 
detailed, and too repetit ious to be misunderstood. So I thin k it is 
important to keep that in mind.

Ju st as an aside though, I do not, Mr. Chairman, unde rstand 
your alibi for the Department when you said we didn’t have the 
backup mate rial they sent because the ir Xerox machine didn’t 
work. With Mr. Linowitz on duty that certa inly  could not happen. 
Then I am advised by our chief of staff, who is one of the grea t 
diplomats  of the world, that  this lett er from Mr. Atwood was just 
received and I think, therefore, with the panel ists we have to wait 
at least  48 hours to see if it stands up to any review of the 
Department.

Then, last but not least, and here is the  real point I want too 
make, I would hope that  we could ask Mr. Strauss to testify be
cause I think the decisionmaking subsequent to the  vote would 
reveal an input  from that  distinguished former Ambassador and if 
we really want to know—it a ll depends what  we want to know. If 
we want to know what  the policy is, I will be happy with the 
explanation from the Secretary . If we want to know why there was 
this switch from the vote to the denial of its auth ent icity 48 hours 
later , then  I thin k Ambassador Strauss is the  man that  has to 
report to us.

With that helpful, objective, nonp artisan suggestion, Mr. Chair
man, I yield back my time.

INT ENT OF SPONSORS OF THE RESOLUTIO N

Mr. Dodd. Mr. Chai rman.
Down here,  Mr. Chairman.
Chairman Zablocki. I thought you were on the River Jordan .
Mr. Dodd. We spend too much time together .
Chairm an Zablocki. On th e banks  of the River Jord an the chai r

man remembers how you tried to chris ten him and tried to throw 
him bodily into the river.

Mr. Dodd. J us t trying to cleanse your soul, Mr. Chairman.
I would just like to comment on what Mr. Solarz said and in par t 

to wha t Mr. Derwinski has said as well. I believe I speak for Ms. 
Holtzman and Mr. Fish when I restate that  it is not our intent ion 
to embarrass the administ ration or to get involved in a mudsling- 
ing s ituat ion where we cause the  p resent  policies of the adm inis tra
tion to be that  much more complicated than they already are. I 
think that  needs to be said as clearly as we can.

Certa inly our desire here is to try  to determine  what the policy 
of the  administration  is and whether it has changed. If it has
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changed, why has it changed and what were the circumstances  
surrounding t ha t change?

It has been said in numerous press repor ts that the  adm inis tra
tion reviewed the U.N. resolution. The problem with the  resolution 
was the seven references to Jeru salem and that  efforts were made 
to exclude those references. Apparently  no effort was made to 
exclude, or a limited effort was made to exclude, the  reference to 
the dismantlement of the settlem ents. If it was made, it was not 
successfully carried  out. If it was not successfully carried out, why 
did we still go forward and support the  resolution?

I thin k only through the process of an executive session can we 
ultimately  find out the answer to tha t. I thin k it is important to 
conduct the executive session and when that is concluded this 
committee will have the information before it to determine  wheth
er or not more action is necessary.

I would hope, however, that if you are not satisfied with what 
occurs in executive session, if you feel that  the adm inist ration 
through the Secretary of State,  throu gh our Ambassador in New 
York, throug h Mr. Strauss or anyone else you bring before it, fails 
to answer your questions that  you will join with us in insisting that 
this resolution of inquiry  go forward and we go fur the r in our 
efforts to discover the tru th  of what actually occurred.

REMARKS OF REPRESENTATIVE W IN N

Chairman Zablocki. The Chair  wants  to assure  the  gentleman  
from Connecticut that he is fully confident that  the g entleman does 
not intend  nor do any of the cosponsors intend to embarrass  the 
President  but I must say that  if he will again emphasize that I will 
have to refer to that line in Shakespeare, “meth inks the lady doth 
protes t too much.”

Following the  Findley rule, two members will be called in order, 
Mr. Larry  Winn and Mr. Lagomarsino, and then  we will go back.

Mr. Winn.
Mr. Winn . Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I want to follow up ju st briefly if I can on the remarks  that were 

made by Mr. Rosenthal and Mr. Wolff about the communication 
system between the U.S. mission to  the U.N. and the  State Depart
ment. Now I can’t tell you, because I don’t have the  experience, 
what the communications are between the White House and the 
Secretary of State although they  should be good.

There is no doubt in my mind that  afte r 3 months’ service up 
ther e that they do overcommunicate on practically everything. As 
a ma tter  of fact, sometimes calls, cables, back and forth  are made 
seven and eight times a day between the State Department and the 
U.S. mission to the U.N. about a word or two—should they use this 
word, should they use that word in various resolutions that  people 
are working on.

I would like to point out, too, that  when and if the  sta tem ent  
attr ibuted to the President that  they take  out the references to 
Jerusa lem —Ambassador McHenry does not have that  authority . 
He can’t j ust  walk into a Security Council meeting on a resolution 
and say, “We will go along with that  if you will take  out the 
references to Jeru sale m.” He can try  but that  resolution  was not

61-2 53  0 - 8 0 - 3
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introduced by the United States, it was not a U.S. resolution, it was 
introduced by the Ambassador from Jordan and the  Ambassador 
from Morocco who sit on the Security Council.

So I would have to personally say tha t that  might be a par t of 
the excuse or where par t of the differences m ight have resolved but 
I doubt very much if tha t is the actual  fact because Ambassador 
McHenry could only go back to vote “yes” or “no,” he  could only go 
back and try to get those references out and that  type of discussion 
would take quite a bit  of time.

Ms. Holtzman. Mr. Winn, I would like to make a point in *
response to your observations, which I think are very impor tant, 
and that is th at a claim has been made that  there was a mistake. I 
think we should make very clear the fact that  no one has said who 
made tha t mistake. The President  of the United States did no t say, *
“I made the mistake.” Nobody has said who made the  mistake nor 
has anybody said what the mistake was. Indeed, I would refer you 
to the lett er from the Assistant Secretary of State,  Mr. Atwood. He 
doesn’t even refer to a mistake in this enti re letter .

Mr. Winn . I can understand that.
Ms. Holtzman. But beyond that , the point is tha t there seems to 

be a claim that this vote would not have been cast had everybody 
been aware that ther e were seven references to Jerusalem. The 
fact is tha t 2 hours before the  vote took place on Saturday, Secre
tary  of S tate Vance met with the  Israeli  Ambassador and at tha t 
time the Israeli Ambassador pointed out to the  Secretary of State 
the seven references to Jerusa lem in the resolution.

What happened afte r that  point? At that  point the  Secretary of 
State of the United States  knew that  the resolution contained the 
seven references to Jerusalem. What did he do? Did he advise the 
President of this fact? Did he know that his instructions were to 
vote against  the resolution if it contained this?

Tha t is why I thin k it is imperat ive to have the  Secretary of 
State  here to explain. The fact is that at least  the  Secretary of 
State  of th e United States  knew 2 hours before the vote was cast 
that it contained language that  was presumably offensive to Israel, 
yet we have no explanation as to why the  vote took place after  
that .

Mr. Winn . I think that  the  input  there is very important and I 
thin k your question is certa inly one of the  things that we are 
trying to analyze and to get at. We have a tough situa tion because 
Ambassador McHenry is under the jurisdiction of Secretary  Vance 
and the  President of the United  States, who, of course, are his 
bosses and so it is going to be a very delicate thing for all of those 
individuals  and for this committee to try  to figure out who is to 
blame for whatever went on. I thin k you make a very good point 
on the references on Jeru salem . I am ju st trying to make it clear to 
the members of this committee tha t it was not a U.S. resolution at 
all that  was being voted on. We are only 1 of 14 members there.
We can make suggestions and we could probably delay the vote ♦
which would not be the first time that we or othe r members of the 
Security  Council have delayed a vote, for whatever reason. Confer
ences held to try to get the references to Jeru salem pulled out, if 
those were the instructions from the President  and if those were 
the instructions from th e Secre tary of State.
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Ms. H oltzman. If I might add jus t one thing.
Mr. Winn . Go r ight  ahead.
Ms. Holtzman. In fact, according to statements made to the 

press, the vote had been delayed the night before, apparen tly be
cause the Secretary of State wanted to confirm whe ther  or not the 
language on the settlements was adequate. Now with whom did the 
Secretary of Sta te check? Did he check with the President? Did he 
get an  OK?

Mr. Winn . Is it your unde rstanding that Ambassador McHenry 
was not satisfied with the first  response he got from the Secre tary 
of Sta te and tha t he asked the  Secre tary to go on and talk  to the  
President about that?

Ms. Holtzman. My unde rstanding  from the press reports—and 
the administra tion apparent ly has been willing to tell the press 
more than it has been willing to tell this committee—is that  Mr. 
McHenry was told to delay the  vote on Friday night  so the re could 
be fur ther  checking with the  administ ration to see whether the 
resolution satisfied the administ ration policy.

Mr. Winn . T hank  you, Mr. Chairman.

REM ARKS OF REPR ESE NTATI VE LA GOM ARSI N O

Chairm an Zablocki. Mr. Lagomarsino.
Mr. Lagomarsino. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I apprec iate the feeling of the witnesses in saying they don’t 

want to embarrass the President  and/o r the administration . I 
think the administra tion has already embarrassed  itself; what  we 
need to find out if we can is why and how. I thin k it is important 
not only for this issue but jus t how foreign policy is made in 
general.

All of the talks  so far and the thrust of the  resolution, as I 
understand it, is with regard  to consul tation in the administ ration 
itself, who said what to whom, who gave what  directions, and so 
on. I am interested also in whe ther  or not, and if so to what extent, 
the administration  might have consulted with Members of Con
gress. I would like to ask—I won’t embarrass the chai rman by 
asking him the question but I would like to ask the rank ing 
member, Mr. Broomfield, if he was consulted on this  resolution.

Mr. Broomfield. No; I was not consulted on the resolution.
Mr. Lagomarsino. You might say this is an example of someone 

shooting themselves in th e foot and I would like to know what kind 
of a gun it was.

I yield back my time.

REM ARKS OF REPR ESE NTATI VE W OLF F

Chairman Zablocki. Thank God I was not consulted.
We will hear Mr. Wolff and then  Mr. Bingham.
Mr. Wolff. T hank  you, Mr. Chairman.
I, like other of my colleagues, want to compliment the  a uthors of 

the resolution  for bringing  this  ma tter  actua lly to a consideration 
of this committee. I wonder, however, whether or not it is the 
desire to fix responsibility  or blame or to determine if policy has 
really changed which I thin k is the most important element. Now 
on that score so far as policy is concerned, I would l ike to read to
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the folks here a statement that  was made by Assistant Secretary of 
State  Alfred Atherton when he appeared before this committee. He 
said even though the administ ration witnesses have testified in the 
past that  the Israelis had a right to settle  the West Bank and the 
Gaza Strip, Secretary Athe rton came before our two committees 
here and said:

Both of these territor ies, the West Bank and Gaza, were par t of the British 
mandate of Palestine * * * Israel under the 1949 armistice  agreement has not 
finally been resolved. In the view of the  United States, the impor tant thing concern
ing the future and disposition of the West Bank and Gaza is tha t the arrangement 
be acceptable to the parties concerned.

Now that has been the  position of this administ ration and past 
administra tions  regarding Israel and the so-called occupied ter ri
tory. I thin k more important than attempt ing to try  to fix blame 
and responsibility  and who did what to whom is to get a clear 
stateme nt of policy now from the administration  as to what the 
policy is of the  administr tion regarding Israel, regard ing the occu
pied terr itori es and regard ing the future disposition of Je rusalem 
to see if a change has occurred.

Now if you want to go to who is responsible, I would suggest in 
addition to call ing the people tha t have been named before tha t we 
call those functionaries who do the so-called lobbying around  the 
United Nations, who do the legwork to make a determina tion and 
to influence the other  delegations  as to the U.S. position and what 
instructions  they had. I thin k that is even more important to the 
point than making a determination  as to where the responsibility 
lay or anything else like that because it is the ir instruc tions, the 
instructions  that they have had which will clearly delineate what 
the U.S. policy was all about at the time that  this  resolution  was 
passed.

I would also suggest—no one seems to have mentioned this—tha t 
all of th e communications back and forth generally clear through 
our Assistant Secretary of State Bill Mains and I thin k he is an 
integral part of this and should be called.

Mr. Chairman, I would suggest that if the re can be any  executive 
session tha t our three colleagues here who have introduced  this 
resolution be par t of the executive session so that  they can sit in 
and listen to th e reports of the various adminis tration officials who 
have been called to testify.

Thank you.

REMARKS OF REPRESENTATIV E BIN GH AM

Chairman Zablocki. It was the inten tion of the Chair to invite 
our three colleagues to that  session.

The gentleman from New York, Mr. Bingham.
Mr. Bingham. Thank  you, Mr. Chairman.
I th ink no one has been more dismayed by th e initial vote or the 

subsequent events than I have. I thin k I was the first Member of 
Congress to rise and protest the vote on the Monday morning 
following that and like Mr. Solarz while I found it difficult to 
believe tha t a mistake had occurred I found it bett er tha t the 
Pres iden t disavowed the vote than allowed it to stand.
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I do believe that we are entitled to know what the policy is and 
whether there has been a change. I agree with my colleague from 
New York, Mr. Solarz, that the President has quite clearly restated 
what was our position on the settlements, what  was the adminis
tration's  position on the settlements and on Jerusalem.

I don’t agree with that policy in various respects. As just  sug
gested by Mr. Wolff, I think that it goes too far to say that  the 
settlements are illegal. It seems to me that that is based on the 
premise that the settlements have been put on terr itory of some 
other nation that was occupied and that is not the case. Jordan 
never had sovereignty over those territories . Morever, I think our 
policy with respect to Jerusalem is in many respects seriously in 
error, I think it is unrealistic. It does not recognize what I think to 
be the fact, that  Israel has annexed the territory and in many ways 
I am critical of the policy but I don’t feel that there is at this point 
any lack of clarity  as to what the policy is.

Now as to whether we should probe further into how this disas
trous— and I think it is disastrous in terms of the interests and the 
reputation of the United States— whether we should probe further 
into how this happened. I believe it is the responsibili ty of this 
committee to make such an inquiry  but I do believe it should be 
made in executive  session. I don’t think  that a public probing of 
that wound will serve our interests or serve the interests of peace 
in the Middle East.

The Secretary of State has accepted responsibility  for the error 
and he will doubtless tell us, I hope he will, in executive session 
how it came about. While it is hard to understand, I don’t believe 
that it passes belief. Having served 3 years  at the United Nations 
myself, I know there were cases when there were misunderstand
ings and I find it impossible to believe that President  Carter had 
seen the text of the resolution when he apparently gave or was 
understood to have given his consent to a positive vote.

So I can believe that  there was a mistake but as I said I don’t 
believe it would serve the interests of the United States  for the 
precise way in which that  happened to be probed in public. I think 
our responsibility as an oversight committee is to explore the 
nature of the relationship between the mission and the Depart
ment and the White House in such a way as to seek to assure that 
no such blunder occurs again. I think  that in summary the inter
ests of the United States have been very severely damaged and I 
hope tha t whatever we do does not damage them further.

CLARIFICATION OF PRESENT U.S. POLICY NECESSARY

Mr. Dodd. Could I comment. Jack, I appreciate your comments 
and I certa inly have many of the same desires that  you have 
indicated in your remarks. This letter  we received today from 
Brian Atwood— I presume it was sent today, I don’t see a date on it 
but let ’s assume it was sent today or yesterday, whenever it was. 
Do you have that in front of you? I would like to turn to page 3 in 
the second to the last paragraph there and I will quote from it. It 
says: “For these reasons, the President  has emphasized in his 
March 4 statement that our vote at the Security Council did not



34

repre sent a change in existing U.S. policy—not on settlem ents, not 
on Jerusalem, not on our role in the peace process,” and so forth.

Just on two points there,  “not on settlem ents, not on our role in 
the peace process.” In fact the vote does depa rt from our policy. 
Our policy has not been for one to dismantle the settlements and 
yet the resolution clearly calls for the dismantling  and even today 
the Assistant Secretary of State  says it does not change existing 
U.S. policy. It  appears that there is stil l confusion within the State 
Department. You have the President saying it was a mistake 2 
days afte r the vote and now today we find that  they are saying in 
effect the President made a mistake because the  resolution in 
effect is U.S. policy. There is terr ible  confusion here.

Mr. Bingham. The gentleman makes a good point about the 
letter . I think the wording ther e is unfortunate. I inte rpre t it to 
mean that the sequence of events involved does not  mean a change 
in existing U.S. policy. Certainly the vote at the Security Council 
was disavowed by the United States, by the President. He dis
avowed it so the wording in that sentence is, to say the least, not 
felicitous.

Mr. Dodd. That  is pa rt of the problem, I think .
Chairman Zablocki. The Chair would like to advise the gentle 

man from Connecticut that  this lett er was in the making late last 
night and apparently  the  typist  did not know whether to put the 
date of March 11 or 12 but it was received today so March 12 would 
be the  da te of the letter.

Mr. Dodd. So it  would be as of today?

REMARKS OF REPRESENTATIV E FIND LEY

Chairm an Zablocki. As of today, but it was worked on late last 
night—I am not really sure whether it was the  11th or 12th when 
the final version was prepared.

The gentleman from Illinois, Mr. Findley.
Mr. Findley. I don’t know of anyone who in priva te would say 

that there was a breakdown of the communication . The people I 
have talked with privately, and almost all of them I have talked 
with in public, have stated  that the adm inist ration surely knew 
what was in the resolution and intended to give it support and 
then, under pressure, reversed itself. But whatever the real expla
nation, I thin k we would all agree that this adds up to a colossal 
blunder in my view, the worst blunder in U.S. diplomatic history.

It has earned broad contempt from just about every party  to the 
Middle East conflict. The response of the State of Israel clearly is 
the seizure of about 1,000 acres of land on the northern outsk irts of 
Jerusalem, an act of clear defiance to the Car ter admin istrat ion 
and one that certainly is going to heighten tensions in the Middle 
East.

In reading the resolution I can unde rstand why some changes 
should have been made. But I am surprised at the reaction of these 
thre e colleagues of ours again st the references  to Jerusalem  and to 
settlem ents. My understanding of U.S. policy is that our Govern
ment has never recognized the annexation of any of these lands to 
the State of Israel. It has not recognized the annexation of East 
Jeru salem nor the West Bank nor Gaza nor the Golan Heights. We
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have not recognized the occupation or the seizure or the  control of 
these lands by th e State  of Israel. We have viewed these acts as an 
obstacle to peace.

Therefore, in reading  the references to Jeru sale m and the  refe r
ences to settlements that are in the resolution I am astounded that  
you would take  such strong exception and try  to convey th e notion 
that this is a departure of U.S. policy. Now to  be sure, we have not 
joined in support of a U.N. resolution; this  is explicit. But I find, 
with the exception of the use of the  word “disman tling” in refe r
ence to the  settlements, that this  resolution is consistent with U.S. 
policy.

I am wondering if any of you would want to comment on my 
statements.

U.S. POLICY ON SETTLEMENTS ISSUE

Ms. Holtzman. Mr. Findley, if I might  be presumptuous enough 
to disagree respectful ly with you, I don’t think  your stat ement  
about U.S. policy is in fact accura te. U.N. Resolution 242 does not 
refer to the terr itor ies occupied by Israe l afte r the  1967 war as 
Pale stinian or Arab nor have we recognized them  as such and 
therefore this resolution  in fact depa rts from that  ear lier  resolu
tion.

Mr. Findley. We have never recognized them as a part of Israel.
Ms. H oltzman. We have never  recognized them  as Palestinian  or 

Arab. The settlements is the  language used by the  U.S. Govern
ment. I don’t t hink the  Government has ever refer red to the  occu
pation as an obstacle to peace. Second, we have always recognized 
the  need for a unified Jerusalem .

Mr. Findley. Of course, but  we have never  recognized i ts anne x
ation by Israel.

Mr. Dodd. Paul, if I may, nor has the re been any determin ation  
as to who has sovereignty over th at  land. Tha t is the process of the 
negotiations,  but this resolution establi shes the  sovereignty on 
those proper ties and that  is why at leas t the  United  State s should 
have abstained.

Mr. Findley. Are you suggesting  that  we have recognized that  
East Jeru salem is properly a pa rt of Israel?

Mr. Dodd. No; t ha t is not th e point.
Mr. Findley. Tha t is my point.
Mr. Dodd. We are  not debating the  policy so much  as to whe ther  

or not there has been a change in the  policy and how that  change 
occurred. T hat is the  purpose of our resolution.

Mr. F indley. Let me ask Ms. Holtzman if she would be willing to 
comment on whether new se ttlem ents  by Israe l and the  West Bank 
are an obstacle to peace. Do you th ink  they are?

Ms. H oltzman. No, not necessarily.
Mr. F indley. Do you thin k they serve the  peace process?
Ms. H oltzman. They could.
Mr. Findley. Do you view Eas t Jeru salem, as part of the ter ri

tory taken by Is rael in the 1967 war, to be different from the other 
territo ries  occupied by Israel  in that  conflict or subsequent to tha t 
conflict?

Mr. Dodd. To whom are  you addressing the  question?
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Mr. Findley. To Ms. Holtzman.
Ms. Holtzman. I am sorry.
Mr. Findley. In othe r words, is it occupied lan d?
Ms. Holtzman. There  is no question th at  Jews were denied 

access to Jeru sale m durin g the time it was occupied. Jord an occu
pied the terr itori es witho ut having legal stat us and in fact annexed 
the  West Bank afte r the mandate.

Mr. Findley. The pres ent status is th at  of occupied terr itor y?
Ms. Holtzman. The issue is not what my view is of the legal 

status of East  J erusa lem.  The issue is how the  United States  in the 
past has viewed it and whether or not the re has been any change 
in policy. I think, in fact, that there has been a change th at  we 
have not covered. One of the  imp orta nt points about the Camp 
David accord and about Resolution 242 is t ha t by not denominating 
the  sovereignty over these  territ ories , it provides a framewo rk for 
the  parties to negotia te the  status of these terri torie s. The prim ary 
fault of th e March 1 vote is tha t we took away from the  parties to 
the  peace process th e right to make peace; i nstead we are trying to 
impose it.

Mr. Findley. I think all of us ought to recognize th at  the West 
Bank, Gaza, the Golan Heights  and East  J erusale m are all ter ritor
ies occupied by the  Stat e of Israel and th at  our Governm ent has 
never  recognized the  anne xation of a ny of t ha t terr itory by Israel.

REM ARKS OF  REPR ESE N TATI VE B U C H A N A N

Chairm an Zablocki. The time of the  gent lema n has expired.
The Chair recognizes the  gentleman from Alabama, Mr. Buchanan.
Mr. Buchanan. Thank you, Mr. Chairm an.
I think our colleagues have performed a necessary service, if not 

a happy one, in bringin g this resolutio n and I, therefore, tha nk 
them  for it.

Mr. Chairman, to my political det rim ent  I have the  highes t 
record of supp ort of th is administ ratio n in the  Alabama delegation 
and to my fur the r and very specific detr ime nt I have an especially 
high record of suppo rt in foreign policy matt ers. I, like my col
leagues from New York and Kansas, have served at the  United 
Nations  in various rela ted functions and I must  say, and I say it 
regretfully, th at  the  explanation of the vote at the  Unite d Nations  
is th e most u nlikely  story I have ever heard.

Now it jus t is to me unth inka ble th at  on a key vote in the  
Security  Council we would have the kind of communications prob
lem that the State  Depa rtme nt would not know what  t he Presi dent  
wanted  or the U.N. repre sentative  would not know what the  State 
Depa rtme nt had ordered or th at  the re should be any failure in 
communication anywhere along th at  line. I hope I am wrong, but I 
must say it is the  most unlikely  story I have ever heard and I 
think  it is qu ite essential th at  this committee look into th at  ma tter  
and determ ine j ust  wh ere the faul t lays.

Now throu gh the  years  of my service in this  body as someone 
who is both a friend and a critic of the  Dep artm ent of State , I have 
hear d the Members of the  Congress atta ck the  State  Depa rtmen t 
for foreign policy decisions th at  were made at  the White House. I
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seems to me tha t in this stran ge performance the Secre tary of 
State  has quite honorably and nobly assumed responsibility. I am 
not sure tha t is where  the responsibility  lays, and whether they do 
it in public or private it is for us to look into this ma tter to see 
where the responsibility lays so that at least this committee  shall 
know the  tru th  and hopefully know the tru th  with cert ainty about 
this matter.

Therefore, I just  want to th ank  my friends for ra ising the issue. I 
regre t any of it happened. I th ink it has done nothing but harm  to 

- the United States  and to our interests  in the world and whether 
the first decision was right  or the  second decision was right, the 
enti re performance  has been to our detr iment and I deeply regre t 
it.

• If anyone on the panel would like to respond, fine. Otherwise, I 
yield back the  balance of my time.

REM AR KS  OF  REPR ESE NTATI VE G IL M A N

Chairm an Zablocki. Mr. Gilman.
Mr. Gilman. Thank  you, Mr. Chairman.
I first of all want to commend the distinguished panel before 

us—the gentlelady from New York, Ms. Holtzman; the gentleman 
from New York, Mr. Fish; and the gentleman from Connecticut, 
Mr. Dodd—for having the initia tive to bring this resolution before 
the Congress, to bring it before this committee. I thin k it is an 
extremely important issue and I thin k it is one that we should 
review in depth. There is no question that it may have some 
reverberations with respect to the  sensitive negotiations that are 
now underway, but when we are trying to determine  U.S policy 
and it is treated  so lightly in such an important inte rnat iona l body 
as the U.N. Security Council I thin k it is worthy of this  kind of an 
investigation.

I certainly want to commend the panelists for being here today 
and for pursuing the issue. I hope t ha t our committee will properly 
pursue the issue.

ASS ES SM EN T OF  CO SP ON SO RS  ON  A V A IL A B IL IT Y  OF  RELE VAN T 

DOC UM EN TS

I am concerned with regard to the response that the State  De
partmen t has made to the reques t for documentation. I know t ha t 
both Ms. Holtzman and Mr. Fish served on a prior committee 
where they were confronted with executive privilege.

I note tha t on page 1 of Assistant Secre tary Atwood’s undated 
> response to our committee that the State Departmen t is shielding 

themselves behind executive privilege. I would like to explore this 
position with the panelists  as to what  the ir thoughts are. Have we 
been provided with the kind of informat ion necessary to explore

• this issue properly? What do you thin k should be provided? What 
do you think the committee should be doing to make a full explora
tion?

Mr. Dodd. Well, as I read that paragraph , and certa inly Ms. 
Holtzman and Mr. Fish have had prior experience in dealing with 
an area  like this, but my own reading of it was it was not a
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question of thir invoking it yet, but it was raising the flag, so to 
speak, of executive privilege. I would hope th at the administration, 
particularly in executive session, would not invoke executive  privi
lege.

Mr. Gilma n. If the gentleman would yield, most of this advice 
and information that was exchanged relates  to sensitive consulta
tions and they feel they are entitled to the highest category of 
executive privilege.

Mr. Dodd. I understand they feel they are entitled. They have 
not yet said that is wh at they intend to do.

Mr. Gilman. We ourselves cannot provide information of that 
type and that is what I am concerned about and why I am asking 
you for your thoughts.

Mr. Dodd. I think you might find some reluctance to come for
ward with classified information or mater ial in a public hearing. I 
would not want to read that sentence, either one of them, at this 
junture as being an invocation of executive privilege and hope th at 
the administration would realize the importance, particular ly in 
executive  session, of communicating to the committee its records 
on this issue.

Mr. G ilman. Ms. Holtzman.
Ms. Holtzman. Perhaps, we should wait 48 hours and find out 

whether or not this is an invocation or not of executive  privilege.
To be serious for a moment, I am disturbed by the Carter admin

istration’s raising that  claim because it seems that  the administra
tion, through a variety of methods has tried selectively to give the 
public its version of what  happened. It seems to me that  if the 
administration wants to tell what happened, it ought to come 
forward and tell the whole story and answer the questions we have 
raised. I hope that the administration would not formally invoke 
executive  privilege. Many times in the past the executive branch 
has sought to hide embarrassing actions under the cloke of execu
tive privilege. I think that when that  has happened it has always  
been to the detriment of the country.

To respond to the point raised by Mr. Buchanan, I think  that 
when Congress exercises its constitutional prerogatives to oversee 
the actions of the executive branch, to bring to light mistakes that 
have occurred, and to try to correct them. Even though problems 
may become apparent, in the long run the country will benefit. I 
see no danger here and I would hope the committee would go 
forward vigorously to find out what happened.

Mr. G ilm an. Mr. Fish.
Mr. Fish. I thank the gentleman.
I have been supplied with the resolutions of inquiry introduced 

in the House of  Representatives the last 5 or 6 years and they have 
really been tabled by the committees that  they were referred to, 
either  tabled by voice vote or record vote. Ver y few got to the 
House floor and most of  them were not directed at the President in 
the first place so I don’t know that  we have too much precedent.

Like my colleague, I do regret that the very initial  response on 
the part of the State Department raises early in their statement 
the question of executive privilege. My recollection is, and I can be 
corrected by counsel of the committee, that steps be taken, the first 
to issue a subpena specifying the documents and memorandums,
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and so forth, tha t you wish and then  once th at  is complied with at 
least in par t you make a determination  as to whe ther  you wish to 
go to the full House for a vote with respect to the  materia l not 
complied with.

If th at  is successful, then you look forward to maybe 1 year or 18 
months of litigation. So it is not a very rewarding route  to take. I 
would sincerely hope tha t in the course of the executive session 
tha t the  committee will be spoken to in such a frank manner that  
it will be satisfied.

You know, I have heard a lot, if I could comment one step 
furth er, about the sensitivi ty of the issues and the sensitivity of the 
Congress expressing itself in this regard. To me, Mr. Chairman, the  
damage has already been done and we have done nothing but 
fortify the intransigence  of those Arab States that have not yet 
joined the peace process. They are not going to now and I thin k 
tha t it is a ll the  more important that a very, very clear sta tem ent  
of concern and resolution of precisely what  American policy is is 
essential so t ha t the world will know that  the Congress itse lf and 
not jus t the executive branch is vital ly concerned.

Mr. Gilman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

REMARKS OF REPR ESENTATIVE  FENWICK

Chairman Zablocki. The time of the gentleman has expired.
The Chair recognize Mrs. Fenwick, who is the only member on 

the committee who has more patience than  the Chair.
Mrs. Fenwick. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I think ther e are several things that  need to be said. In the first 

place, as far as the West Bank is concerned, I hope it will be on the  
record that has long been occupied land illegally, if you will, or 
without recognition. The Ottoman Empire  collapsed, and years 
late r Jorda n itself moved in; th e othe r Arab States  objected and we 
never recognized J ord an’s occupation. We are hesi tating  now. We 
have it under  the peace agreement as to how that area  shall be 
administered. I thin k that is c lear and I don’t thin k there ought to 
be any debate.

What absolutely puzzles me, as it did the  gentleman  from Con
necticut, is the second page of th at letter . What it says is t ha t the 
vote showed no change. When we speak of Arab and Palestinian 
terri torie s and East Jeru salem and Jerusalem it is incredible tha t 
anyone could say ther e is no change. It is more than felicitous as it 
has been so charitably described. It is incredible. It is as though  th e 
whole disaster into which we have been plunged were only a 
trifle—and it is a worldwide disaster, let ’s not minimize that.

I wish Mr. Linowitz could tell us what this has done to the peace 
process. Let’s see what happens when Mr. Sadat and Mr. Begin are 
confronted with this, what the ir feelings are when they find out no 
one even reads a motion when it is going to be voted on in the 
Security  Council. We cannot minimize the effect of this.

Now the disaster has happened  as the gentleman from New York 
has told us and still it was admitted to be only a mistake of 
communications. Still we get the  State Departmen t telling us tha t 
it repre sents  no change. You only have to read what the resolution 
itself said. You have to wonder when you see tha t the resolution
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mention the Pales tinian  or Arab terri torie s which have been occu
pied since 1967, or occupied since 1950, if you are going to talk 
about the  West Bank.

It represents an enormous departure , this resolution, but unless 
tha t is clearly understood it is not surpris ing that  our Ambassador 
voted for it. If the lett er stands, and of course we have to wait 48 
hours for it to jell, it is no wonder tha t we voted for it, since it is 
thought of in those terms.

CERTIFICATION ON U. S.  VOTE AN D DISAVOWAL NECESSARY

Ms. Holtzman. I would say to the gentleman from New Jersey  
that I also have a question as to whether it is felicitous. On page 2 
it state s that the President of the United States issued a  s tatem ent 
making it clear that the vote of the United States in the Security 
Council does not represent a change in our position. The fact of the 
matter  is the vote does make a change in our position.

Mrs. F enwick. That is what  I am talkin g about.
Ms. Holtzman. To say that it does not is to have it both ways— 

to have a vote on record and on the one hand to have disavowed 
the vote and on the other hand to say the vote still stands. I think  
it is terribly important to clarify exactly what this vote means, 
what the  disavowal means, what  this lett er means, what  our policy 
is.

Mrs. F enwick. I would like to hear from th e Depa rtment of State 
about these various clauses in the resolution because it is tru e tha t 
we never recognized the occupation of the West Bank by Israel. 
Neither did we recognize i t by the Jorda nians; Jord an itself origi
nally was called Transjordan. It is ruled by a Hashemite  family, 
brough t up out of Arabia when Transjordan was formed afte r the 
collapse of the Ottoman Empire. It is also tru e that Resolution 242, 
to which we have subscribed and which has been the  basis of our  
policy, does speak of Israel having secure borders which suggested 
some change in the 1948 borders in order to make more secure tha t 
state.

Mr. Dodd. If I could just follow on with wha t the gentlelady from 
New Je rsey  said. Page 3 confuses me even fur the r because it says 
the statements made last week were incorrect and that  the resolu
tion is incorrect. We are  almost back to square 1.

Mrs. Fenwick. Exactly.
Mr. Dodd. It goes on and it says, “not on our role in the peace 

process.’’ Well, what has happened here is that  in effect we have 
taken a position in the resolution and so in effect we have hobbled 
the  ability of the partie s to negotiate to the peace process.

Mrs. Fenwick. What is what I was referr ing to.
Mr. Dodd. This is the most current policy from the  administ ra

tion. Then it is even more confusing than the original disavowals 
that  were made a fter the  vote was taken 2 days a fterward.

Mr. Bingham. Would the gentlelady yield?
Mrs. Fenwick. Yes.
Mr. Bingham. She knows I have the grea test  admiration  for her 

and her  position on this. When I said it was not felicitous I think 
that is perhaps a generous characterization  but I don’t think it is
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too far off the mark. The only direct quotes of the  Pre side nt’s 
statement are in the paragraphs tha t appear on page 2 and the 
third paragraph clearly indicates tha t the U.S. vote was approved 
on a misunderstanding. The failure  to communicate this clearly 
resulted  in a vote in favor of the  resolution rat he r tha n an absten- 
sion. Tha t clearly indicates, and tha t is a direct quote from the 
President, tha t the vote was a mistake.

There is a partial vote in the preceding sentence but I have 
asked for the statement in full and all I can say is that  my 
interpre tatio n of that is th at the  vote or the intended  vote was not 
represented as changing our position clearly in the quoted mate rial 
there. It reite rate s the fact that  the vote was a mistake and that 
the intent ion of tha t was based on a misunderstanding.

REMA RK S OF RE PR ES EN TA TIVE  RO SENT HA L

Mr. Rosenthal. Mr. Chairm an, I ask unanimous consent  tha t 
the gentlelady be given 2 or 3 additional minutes.

Will the  gentlelady yield to me?
Chairm an Zablocki. The Chair is going to stop th e clock.
Mr. Rosenthal. I have my own views on policies. I thin k the 

resolution of inquiry is the mechanism of the execution of U.S. 
policy and what happens  to the  U.S. ability to deal effectively in 
the United Nations. Tha t is point  1.

Point 2 is what  is the policy. Was this in fact a change? I don’t 
really thin k it was a  change frankly.  This has been a closet policy 
for a long time. It has been a closet policy for 2 ¥2 years. The fact of 
the matter  is when the administ ration came into being the Presi
dent’s foreign policy advisers urged him to adopt in principle the 
Brookings report.

The Brookings report called more or less for the 1967 lines with 
minor modifications. I myself thi nk tha t in the hidden policy which 
we may not be privy to is the  development and emergence of a 
Palestinian state in the West Bank and the Gaza Strip. Inch by 
inch it is slipping out from the closet. This resolution was one of 
the elements  of what may be the  development of tha t policy so in 
public the re are two ways to look at this.

This is indeed a public change of policy or of a perception tha t 
they wanted the public to have of wh at the policy in reali ty is. In 
the “deep think tan ks’’ of the administ ration I am not sure it is a 
change of policy at  all because what  I worry that  the policy is and 
what I am convinced it is, it is a quick-fix comprehensive settle
ment. Get all the parties  togethe r, and the way you do it quickly is 
to force Israel to move back quickly and to get back to the 1967 
lines.

Now the simplest elements of the resolution that they have 
prepared to vote for; tha t is, are the settlements illegal or are the 
settlements an obstacle to peace, many distinguished international 
lawyers and scholars have testified tha t the  fourth  Geneva conven
tion does not apply. Even if the fourth Geneva convention applies 
under  the  Oppenheimer-Louderbach treat ies, unless you actually  
remove and occupy areas that were heavily populated they are not 
illegal. So there is an open question among distinguished scholars 
whether it is illegal or not.
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The second point is the settlements  may be aggregated but they 
may not be an obstacle to peace under internation al law. If you are 
going to have a resolution tha t defines obstacles to peace, there are 
27 other obstacles to peace you can bring in. Why doesn’t Jordan 
participate in the process? Why doesn’t Syria participate in the 
process? Why doesn’t Lebanon participate in the process?

It is my view that the administration  policy today which is 
emerging from what we think policy is and from what Israel thinks 
policy is that to let the partie s negotia te as all parties to all 
conflagrations and reach an agreement. Do the parti es want to get 
rid of the  settlement? If th ey do, that is OK. If they don’t, tha t is 
OK, too. Do they want  to adjust the borders? If they don’t adjust 
the borders, tha t is OK, too.

It took 30 to 40 years before they decided what to do with the 
terr itory but the administ ration has this quick-fix flip-flop, now 
flop-flop, policy in which we ge t this happy sett leme nt by May 28. 
It can ’t be done. After all the four wars and the animosity  and the 
travail and the sadness and the horror,  honestly, it is going to take  
years  to grind down th at animosity and to let these people lea rn to 
live together and they are going to have to do it on terms  tha t are 
acceptable to the people on the ground.

But is is th e administration  philosophy, I believe, to get a quick 
fix, to establish clear boundary lines, and then magically our rela 
tions with the 800 million Moslems will blossom and the desert will 
yield unending oil supplies, and America will have gasoline prices 
back to 28 cents a gallon.

Ms. Holtzman. I would like to ask how this country would vote 
now. Despite the Pres iden t’s statement, quoted on page 2 of this 
lette r, that the vote does no t repre sent a change in our position, an 
analysis  of the resolution demonstrates that  there has been a radi
cal shift in U.S. policy. If that policy is one that  has been brooded 
about in the dark  recesses, then I th ink  it ought to be brought out.

Mr. Rosenthal. It is a shift in public policy but not necessarily 
in private policy.

Than k you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman Zablocki. Do any other  members wish to be recog

nized?
Mr. Buchanan. Mr. Chairman.
Chairman Zablocki. The gentleman from Alabama.
Mr. Buchanan. As one brief  comment, I would like to express 

my profound apprecia tion for Har ry Trum an who said, “The buck 
stops he re.”

Thank you.

SECRETARY OF STATE VANC E TO TESTIFY ON RESOLUTION

Chairman Zablocki. The Chair on beha lf of the committee de
sires to thank our colleagues who have presented this resolution of 
inquiry and testified on behalf of the  resolution  this afternoon. So 
that ther e will be no lack of communicat ion or unders tanding, the 
sponsors agree tha t they will withhold any action until  the commit
tee has an opportunity to hear  from the Secre tary or State  his 
represen tative in executive session, hopefully, sometime next week.

Mr. Dodd. Thank  you, Mr. Chairman.
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Ms. H oltzman. Thank  you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairm an Zablocki. The committee stands adjourned, subject  to 

the call of the  Chair.
[Whereupon, a t 4:10 p.m., the  committee adjourned.]





RESOLUTION OF INQUIRY CONCERNING THE 
U.S. VOTE IN THE U.N. SECURITY COUNCIL ON 
ISRAELI SETTLEMENTS IN THE OCCUPIED 
TERRITORIES

FRIDAY, MARCH 21, 1980

House of R epresenta tive s,
Committee  on Fore ign  Affa irs ,

Washington, D. C.
The committee  met at 10:30 a.m., in room 2171, Rayburn House 

Office Building, Hon. Clement J. Zablocki (chairman) presiding.
Chairman Zablocki. The committee will please come to order.
We meet today to receive testimony from Secretary  of State 

concerning U.S. policy in the Middle East.

BACKGROUND ON COMMITTEE ACTION

As the members of the committee are  aware, we met on March 
12 to hea r Representatives Holtzman, Dodd, and Fish, the  co-spon- 
sors of House Resolution 598, a resolution that  directs  the  Pres i
dent to furn ish the House inform ation and facts regarding the  U.S. 
decision to vote for the  U.N. Securi ty Council resolution on 
March 1.

At that  hearing, we considered a let ter  from the  Assis tant Secre
tary of State for Congressional Relations that  provided certain 
documents on th is mat ter.  The let ter  also indicated the  willingness 
of the Secre tary to meet with the  committee. At the end of last 
week’s hearing , it was agreed that  ac tion on th e pending resulution  
would be withhe ld unt il our meeting with the  Secretary  was ar 
ranged.

Before the  members today are copies of House Resolution 598, 
the  contents of material s supplied by the  State Departmen t, the 
U.N. Security Council resolution, and an ear lier  draf t of th at  reso
lution.

As several members indicated at last  week’s hearing, the real 
issue before us is whether U.S. policy toward the  Mideast, and 
par ticu larly  toward Israel, has changed, in ligh t of the U.N. vote. 
Tha t is the  basic issue—do we now have a different policy toward 
Israel  than  we had a month ago, a year  ago.

The President  of the United  States,  the Secre tary on several 
occasions repeatedly stated, and that  the  policy has not changed.

Mr. Secretary, we look forward to having your views on this 
most important question. Also join ing the  committee  today is Rep
resentative Holtzman, the  principal cosponsor of the  resolution  
inquiry. We welcome you, Ms. Holtzman, and afte r the  members  of 
the  committee have had an oppor tunity  to ask questions, we will
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certainly recognize the  gentlewoman from New York to partic ipate  
in the  questioning period.

Mr. Secretary, if you will proceed, please.

STATEMENT OF HON. CYRUS R. VANCE, SECRETARY OF STATE

Secre tary Vance. Than k you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Chairm an, members of the committee, the re has been a 

great deal of discussion about the subject of today’s hearings: The 
event  surrounding the U.S. vote in the U.N. Securi ty Council on 
March 1. Mr. Chairman, I know that all of us here  are  aware of 
the  importance of approaching our discussions today  with a view to 
the ir possible impact  on our efforts for a comprehens ive peace. In 
this  regard, Ambassador Linowitz is leaving tomorrow for a round 
of par ticu larly  sensitive negotiations with the  Egyptians and 
Israelis.

Over the  years  the United States  has been for thright  in stat ing 
its position on the issues. We have made clear: Our unwaver ing 
support for Israel’s securi ty and its well-being; our longstanding 
commitment to th e independence and ter rito ria l integrity  of al l the 
states of the Middle East, including Israel’s righ t to live in peace 
with in secure and recognized boundaries; our support for Security 
Council Resolution 242 in all its part s as the  foundation of a 
comprehensive  peace settlemen t; our belief confirmed by Egypt and 
Israel  at  Camp David that  negotia tions are  necessary for the  pur
pose of carry ing out all the  provisions and principles of Resolutions 
242 and 338; our conviction shared by Egypt and Israel  that  a 
comprehensive peace must include a resolution of the Pale stinian 
problem in all its aspects; our firm position that  we will not recog
nize or negotia te with the  PLO so long as the  PLO does not 
recognize Is rael i’s right  to  exist and does not accept Security Coun
cil Resolutions 242 and 338; and our strong  view t ha t in the  inter
im the  parties should conduct themselves in accordance with inter
national  law and commonsense res tra int  so as to build tru st that a 
sequence of successful negotia tions can bring  about  a just , honor
able, and lasting peace for all.

After  nearly 30 years of stalemate and strife, we finally have 
seen concrete progress toward  peace through negotiations. Presi 
dent Sadat, Prime  Minist er Begin, and Pres iden t Carter  embarked 
on a process th at  has led to the  Camp David framework, the  Egypt- 
Israe l peace trea ty, and the  present negotia tions to establish full 
autonom y in the West Bank and Gaza. At the  request of the 
parties, the United  States  is a full pa rtn er in these  negotiations.

It is impo rtan t to stress  tha t the  objective of all three par tners is 
a peaceful sett lement compatible with the Camp David accords and 
achieved through negotiation. The approach which has begun to 
bear fru it in the  last  2 years is to reach accommodation on those 
issues that  can be tackled  now and then to use the  progress made 
in the  present stage to facili tate resolution of the  tougher issues in 
lat er phases of negotiations. It is critical  to the  process that  each 
side gain tru st that  a negotiated sett lement on fair  terms is possi
ble.

Let me turn  now to several specific issues.



DEFINITION OF PRESENT NEGOTIATIONS

The present negotiations: The current negotiations provide the 
context for concrete discussion of individual issues. It is important 
to define what the current negotiations are and what they are not.

They are not, for example, designed to define the final status of 
the West Bank and Gaza. All  issues relating to permanent institu
tions in these areas are to be resolved in later negotiations where 
the Palest inians can participate in the determination of their  own 
future through the process set forth in the Camp David accords. 
Our concern is that unilateral acts tend to prejudice the outcome of  
those negotiations, and therefore to undercut the avenue to a 
peaceful and honorable resolution of these complex problems.

The curren t negotiations are an effort to establish a self-govern
ing authority in the West Bank and Gaza for a transitional period 
while fully  protecting Israe l’s security. In order for that  effort to 
succeed, some important issues will have to be resolved.

The current negotiations must also define the powers and respon
sibilities of the self-governing authority  to be exercised in the West 
Bank and Gaza. These arrangements should assure full autonomy 
for the inhabitants of these territories while providing for the 
legitimate security concerns of the parties involved.

There is also the question of how the elections will be conducted 
which will produce the the freely elected body called for by the 
Camp David framework. Those elections should assure that that 
body has the popular support necessary to carry out during the 
transit ional period its responsibilities as agreed among the parties.

ISRAELI SECURITY

On the question of security, let me reaffirm the statement in the 
Camp David accords that “a ll necessary measures will be taken 
and provisions made to assure the security of Israel and its neigh
bors during the transit ional period and beyond.’’ That  commitment 
is an integral part of the Camp David framework, and this admin
istration intends to see that  it is honored in full.

THE U.N . RESOLUTION

The U.N. resolution: In February, we were faced with the draft 
resolution on the question of Israeli settlements which was circu
lated in the Security Council.

We disagreed with a reference  in the resolution to dismantl ing 
existing settlements, and sought unsuccessfully to have it removed. 
As often happens in the U.N. Security Council, therefore,  we stated 
our reservations without opposing the resolution as a whole. Presi
dent Carter has stated clearly our view that  this call for disman
tling was neither proper nor practical.

As you know, we did succeed in removing paragraph 7 of the 
draft, which called on Israel to assure the exercise  of religious 
freedom in Jerusalem, thereby wrongly  implying that  it is not 
already doing so.

There was a misunderstanding, however, with regard to our 
position on other references to Jerusalem in the resolution. The 
President  understood that all the references to Jerusalem  would be
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removed before we would vote for the resolutions, believing  that  in 
the present phase of autonomy negotiations, it would not be helpful 
to raise the issue of Jerusalem in a U.N. resolution regarding the 
settlements. I believed that what the President wished to have 
removed were the reference  to Jerusalem and related material 
contained in paragraph 7. I was mistaken and have accepted full 
responsibility for this misunderstanding.

As Ambassador McHenry stated in the Security Council immedi
ately following the vote, the U.S. considers Resolution 465 as rec
ommendatory rather than binding. With regard to the references 
in the resolution to “P alestin ian and other Arab  lands,” it is our 
position that  this phrase should not be construed as in any way 
prejudicing the outcome of the autonomy negotiations or negotia
tions on the final status of the  West Bank and Gaza.

As the President  unequivocally stated on March 3, our policies 
with respect to settlements in occupied territory, and with respect 
to Jerusalem, have not changed. I think  it is important that  I take 
a moment to reiterate brief ly our policies on these two issues.

ISRAELI SETTLEMENTS

Settlements in occupied territory:  U.S. policy toward the estab
lishment of Israeli settlements in the occupied territories is un
equivocal and has long been a matter of public record. We consider 
it to be contrary to international  law and an impediment to the 
successful conclusion of the Middle East peace process. We have 
consistent ly urged Israel to halt  actions to create  new settlements 
or to seize land to expand existing ones. We regard such restra int 
as particular ly important while the autonomy negotiations are un
derway.

The Camp David framework does not refer  specif ically  to Israeli 
settlements in the West Bank and Gaza. Nevertheless, certain  
questions concerning the status of the settlem ents during the tran 
sitional period will obviously have to be resolved in the course of 
the autonomy negotiations.

The permanent resolution of the settlem ents issue must then be 
decided in the subsequent negotiations on the final status of the 
occupied territories.

U.S. POLICY ON JERUSA LEM

Jerusalem: Our policy on Jerusa lem has remained consistent 
under the past four Presidents. As President Carter stated on 
March 3, our position on the status of Jerusalem has not changed. 
Tha t position remains as indicated by the President in his letter to 
President Sadat signed at the time of the Camp David accords.

With respect to the future of Jerusalem, it has been our consist
ent position that the final  status of the city must be settled in the 
context of negotiations for a final peace. We believe that  whatever 
solution is ev entually agreed upon should preserve Jerusalem as an 
undivided city. It should provide for free access to the Jewish, 
Moslem, and Christ ian holy sites without distinction or discrimina
tion for the free exercise of worship. The solution should assure the 
basic rights of a ll the city’s residents. We have taken  no position on 
exac tly how the final status of Jerusalem might be defined.
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MIDDLE EAST PEACE PROCESS

The peace process: In sum, Mr. Chairman, there has been no 
change in U.S. policy as we continue  our dedicated efforts toward a 
comprehensive settlement.

Before turn ing  to your questions, I would like to say a few final 
words about the Middle East peace process as a whole. Over the 
past thre e years, ther e is no foreign policy goal on which the 
President  and I have worked harder  tha n a genuine peace in the 
Middle East. The achievement at Camp David, the  peace treaty  
between Egypt and Israel, the launching of negotiat ions to estab
lish full autonomy in the West Bank and Gaza are  historic accom
plishments, par ticu larly  when viewed against the  past history of 
this tragic  conflict.

It is critica lly important that  we concentra te our full and undi
vided a tten tion  on the autonomy negotia tions and do all we can to 
give these talks the best possible prospect for success. The auto n
omy negotiat ions offer the first  real  opportuni ty for Palestinians 
living in the West Bank and Gaza to achieve full autonomy within  
the context of assured  Israel i security,  as the  next  step toward 
achieving a just , lasting, and comprehensive peace settlem ent.

As reflected in the  agreement  reached at Camp David, such a 
peace is deeply in the interests of the  United States , of Israel,  of 
Israel’s neighbors, and of the  world. Every decision we have 
made—and will make—is designed to move us toward  that  goal.

With this in mind, t he Pres iden t has invited Pres iden t Sadat  and 
Prime Minis ter Begin each to come to  Washington in early  April to 
discuss with him how bes t we can accele rate the  movement toward 
our mutual objective.

Than k you, Mr. Chairman.
Chai rman Zablocki. T hank you, Mr. Secretary.

U.S.  OBJECTIONS TO PARAGRAPH 7 OF THE RESOLUTION

The two versions of th e resolution on the  issue that  was consid
ered in the Securi ty Council, the  one th at  was passed is the one 
that  has the  date  of March 1. What  date  was the ear lier  version? I 
presume it was the  ear lier  version, the longer version, which had 
contained para graph 7, to which the  Pres iden t and you, sir, 
have-----

Secre tary Vance. I believe it was F ebru ary 28.
Chairman Zablocki. And it was on the  basis of th is February 28 

version that  th e Pres iden t objected to paragraph  7, and it was your 
impresssion that  7 was strick en from the March 1?

Secre tary Vance. Yes, all of us agreed to the  fact that  we must 
object to paragraph 7 of the ear lier  draft.

Chairman Zablocki. Although the  March 1 draft , paragraph  8, 
still has the  essence of paragraph 7 bu t-----

Secre tary Vance. No, it does not.
Chairman Zablocki. It deals with  the  specific status of Jer usa 

lem?
Secre tary Vance. If you will read the  text  of what  the  earl ier 

para graph 7, I t hin k you will see it is quite different.  It calls upon 
Israe l to abide by the  per tine nt Securi ty Council resolut ions con
cerning J erusalem , in par ticu lar resolution 252, and to respect  and
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gua rantee religious freedoms and practices in Jerusalem and other 
holy places in the occupied Arab territories , as well as the integrity 
of places of religious worship. That is quite different.

Chairm an Zablocki. Much different, I agree, and that is why it 
was the perception that  since paragraph 7 in the earl ier version 
was s tricken,  there could be some communication as far as instruc
tions to the action we had take n in the U.N.

As to the action, may I ask, Mr. Secretary, there are those who 
have said we at least should have abstained; and those who said we 
should have vetoed as a member of the Security  Council, vetoed the 
resolution, and, of course, there are some that  maintain  that  the 
question could be divided. The portions of the resolution, of 456, 
which we would agree to and strongly support, could have been ,
voted on separately.

For the chairm an, I am sure the members of the  committee, I 
know what the answer might very well be, but would the lat ter  
procedure under  the rules of the  U.N. Security Council be possible, 
that is dividing th e question.

Secretary Vance. Yes, it can be done.
Chairm an Zablocki. Why wasn’t it done?
Secretary Vance. It was decided that it would be taken up in 

whole and voted in whole.

OTHER PROPOSALS OF THE RESOLUTIO N

Chairman Zablocki. Mr. Secretary would you care to comment 
on the other  proposals, as to what  impact they would have as fa r as 
our relations not only with Israel but  with the members of the 
United Nations?

Secretary Vance. First,  let me point out that  465 as adopted is 
merely a recommendatory and not a binding resolution. That is 
impor tant. That  is a point which was stressed  by Ambassador 
McHenry at the time that he made his sta tem ent  on the explana
tion of the vote.

It is wholly recommendatory and I think  that is very important 
for us to keep in mind.

The resolution is a long one. It deals with settl ement issues and 
ther are many different provisions of it, and if you have any 
questions on specific paragraphs , I would be only too glad to 
answer them.

Chairm an Zablocki. Mr. Secretary , with the  recommendation of 
some tha t we should have vetoed, then  we would be on record 
certa inly in conflict with our U.S. foreign policy, for example, on 
settlement, is that not true? •

Secre tary Vance. Tha t is correct.
Chairman Zablocki. So we really then,  whichever way we go, we 

would be criticized, as the Government has been?
Secretary Vance. Yes, we would then  be voting against our 

fundamental stated  position for a long, long time; namely, that we 
believe the establ ishment of settlements in occupied te rritory  to be 
both contrary to international law and an obstacle to peace.



51

I REAFFIRMING U.S. SUPPORT FOR ISRAEL

I Chairm an Zablocki. I am sure that  even though  we may have
I erred  in voting for the Resolution 465 in total, the  basic question
I now is the reassurance  that we are  certa inly following our policy
I toward Israel, tha t there is no basic change? I
I Secretary Vance. I state again today, unequivocally, there has I
I been no change in our basic policy with respect to Israel . j
I I stated  that yesterday in open testimony before the Senate  I
|  - Foreign Relations Committee and I repeat it and underscore  it ?
I again today. I
I Let me make one point I thin k it is important to make. Israel is I
I important for many, many reasons. It is important because of our  I
|  * historical ties. It is important because of the  values that  we share. f
I It is important because of wh at Israel stands for, and it is impor- I
I tan t also strategically.  I
I Israel is an  important force for stabil ity in the region and this is I
I something that we must keep in mind because stability in that  |
I region is very much in the natio nal inte rest  of the United States  |
I and, indeed, it is important in terms of world peace. I
I Chairman Zablocki. Mr. Secretary, this final observation. In I
I order to continue the process of Camp David, in order to proceed to I
I promote peace in the Middle East, it would not be productive to be I
I nitpicking on some of the positions or inte rpre tations  on the  U.N. ]
I Resolution 465, do you agree? I
I Secretary Vance. Yes, I do. I thin k what  we ought to be t alking I
I about, quite frankly, is what  is our policy with respect to the  I
I Middle East, and has it changed. I am prepa red to answer any and I
I all questions on that . As I said, there has been no change. But if I
I people have questions, I am prepa red to answer any and all on I
I tha t. I
I Chairm an Zablocki. Firs t of all, we certainly  have great faith in I
I you and your credibility has never been shaken as far as this I
I committee is concerned, and as a ma tter of fact, my support of I
I your positions over and over on the  floor, some of my colleagues I
I say I must be getting  the Vance Purp le H eart  six times over. I
I Thank you very much. I
I Mr. Broomfield. I
I Mr. Broomfield. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I
I  U.S. ROLE IN DRAFTING OF THE RESOLUTION I

I Mr. Secretary , obviously we are trying, in view of the resolution I
|  , of inquiry, to find out actual ly what  did happen.  An artic le that  |
I appeared in the New York Times indicated Mr. McHenry said I
I publicly t ha t his instructions were to get the draf ters  of the resolu- I
I tion to delete a part icular objectionable paragraph, para graph 7, I
|  - which implied criticism of Israel’s a dministr ation  of the holy places |
I in Jerusalem and to do his best to get rid of othe r language  calling I
I on Israel to dismantle its existing settlements in the  Arab terr itor- I
I ies occupied since 1967, including Jerusalem. I
I Mr. McHenry said he understood that  if he succeeded in this he I
I was authorized to vote in favor of the  resolution. I
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My primary question is: Who really drafted the U.N. resolution 
originally? What role did the United States play in arriv ing at the 
language t ha t appears  in the final version of the resolution?

Secretary Vance. The United  States  was not a drafter  of the 
resolution. The resolution  was drafted by others  at the United 
Nations and was introduced, I believe, in the Security  Council by 
the Tunisians,  who are the Arab repre sentative  on the Security 
Council.

Mr. Broomfield. What can you tell us about the President ’s 
knowledge of the wording of the  U.N. resolution and when did he 
know about it?

Secre tary Vance. I thin k it will be highly inappropr iate for me 
to go into any discussions which I had with the  President  of the 
United  States. Traditionally, and I think properly so, discussions 
between a Cabinet officer and the President  of the United States 
have not been the subject for the Cabinet officer to talk  about. I 
intend  to adhere  to that  longstanding practice.

IMPACT OF U.S. VOTE ON THE RESOLUTION

Mr. Broomfield. Mr. Secretary , what has been the impact, in 
your judgment , of the U.S. vote and its subsequent repudia tion of 
the vote, on Israel and Egypt and the ir willingness to pursue the 
question of autonomy in the negotiations?

Secretary Vance. Both Israel and Egypt are  ready to go forward 
with the autonomy negotiations. Both of them recognize the  impor
tance of trying  to successfully conclude those negotiat ions by the 
targ et date, if possible. The invitat ion extended by the President to 
each of the heads of government of the states of Is rael and Egypt 
were immediately and enthu siastically  accepted. They share  the 
view th at all of us have in the administ ration that  it is fundamen
tally  important  for peace in the region that  we try  to make prog
ress and reach a successful conclusion in these  negotiations. So 
that  they are prepared to go forward and to try  and reach a 
successful conclusion.

Mr. Broomfield. You don’t feel then  that  the peace process has 
been jeopardized?

Secretary Vance. In a fundamental way I think it has not.
Mr. Broomfield. In Ambassador McHenry’s characterization  of 

the  U.S. vote, he says it leaves us with the  worst of all possible 
worlds. How about the  rest of the countr ies that  are deeply con
cerned about the peace efforts other  tha n Israel  and Egypt, has it 
had any adverse effect on U.S. policy?

Secretary Vance. I thin k tha t obviously the  failure of communi
cations  which took place here and the results that  flowed from t ha t 
has had a negative effect, but you come back to the question which 
you put to me a moment ago, is it going to adversely affect the 
negotiat ions between Israel and Egypt? I think the answer is no.

Mr. Broomfield. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.
Chairman Zablocki. Mr. Rosenthal.
Mr. Rosenthal. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Secretary,  I assumed tha t it is not your inten tion to produce 

either  the cable traffic from Ambassador McHenry or to divulge 
yourself any of the  considerations that  took place between you and
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the  President, and that is a ma tte r that  you have decided and I 
assume the  committee will have to deal with.

But in the absence of that kind of direct evidence as to what 
happened, I thin k the committee  and the public can only try to 
draw the best conjectures they can as to what  took place, and it is 
important to understand tha t, because in the future we want to 
maintain  the  integrity and efficacy of U.S. votes in the  United 
Nations  and as a ma tter  of fact, U.S. public positions on foreign 
policy. Thus, we are left to the vehicle of expressing our own view 
within  the outlines of the conjecture as to what  happened.

My personal view, is that in a sense it is a charade to hold the 
Secre tary of State and his foreign policy associates responsible for 
what  took place. I base tha t on my personal knowledge in having 
worked with you for a significant number of years, the  3 months 
that I served at the United Nations as a member of the U.S. 
delegation to the General Assembly, and my associations with Am
bassador McHenry. There isn’t any doubt in my mind that  both of 
you are distinguished, experienced, knowledgeable, and respected 
foreign policy managers and that  you acted within  wha t you per
ceived to be the paramete rs of U.S. foreign policy as dictated  by the 
President. I, myself, hold the Pres iden t responsible for what hap
pened and it is naive, I th ink, to think otherwise.

LEGALITY OF ISRAELI SETTL EMENTS

I would like to go back a little to the funda mental resolution,  not 
only 465 but  o ther resolutions th at  we voted for—one in the  G ener
al Assembly on December 12, and other times and places.

It is my view that  you cannot vote and proclaim that  the sett le
ments  are illegal because I don’t think that the fourth Geneva 
Convention, artic le 49, applies. The West Bank and Gaza are not 
occupied terr itor ies under  the Geneva Convention, since article  2 
refers to occupied terr itori es which used to belong to a legitimate 
sovereign.

The West Bank and Gaza belonged to the  British  mandate  until  
received by Egypt and Jord an in 1949, and aggression can never 
confer legal title  to territories.

There is a long case that can be made by legal scholars as to 
whether or not the fourth  Geneva Convention applies. There are 
those that say even if it does apply, Israe l is not engaged in the 
tran sfer of populations as contemplated by artic le 49 and thus  
under the theory  of Oppenheimer Lauderbach, a distinguished 
legal inte rnat iona l law t reat ise and the fact that  population has n’t 
been moved from inhabi ted terri torie s, that  the settlements are n’t 
illegal.

To vote for any resolution th at  says the  settl ements are an 
obstacle to peace is voting for a one-sided resolut ion. If you w ant to 
say that the  settlements are obstacles to peace as compared to an 
aggravation factor, I thin k they are an aggravation factor. But if 
you want to vote for them as an obstacle to peace, then  you have to 
list the othe r 49 obstacles to peace as to the relationship between 
the other parties .

The resolution that  we voted for was a disaster, and it is not 
important whether it is a change in policy or not. That  resolution
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which is a stateme nt of the  U.S. position, in a distinguished and 
importa nt world body calls for virtually final resolution of the 
dispute  between parties. It divides Jerusalem, it removes Israel 
back to the 1967 lines, it in effect takes  away anything that the 
part ies can negotiate about. It is a final trea ty. It was brought to 
the Security  Council by Jordan and Morocco, part ies that  have not 
seen fit to remain either unprejudiced or unbiased  and have very 
special interes ts.

So, i t is a dilemma for us to unde rstand how we could have voted 
for that  resolution with or without para graph 7. It still retains 
seven references to Jerusalem , thus implicitly dividing Jerusalem  
and taking that issue away from the parties , taking the  issue of the 
West Bank and Gaza away from the parti es and it seems to me 
that  if we really  w ant to finally resolve this issue with the parties, 
and I am  c ertain we do, we have to leave i t to them to decide these 
thorny issues, and we have to try  to unde rstan d why the Israelis 
pursue the  settlem ents issue.

Obviously they pursue  it because they wan t the ir terr itory to be 
negotiable  and, unti l a final resolution  of the  negotia ted sections 
between the parties , the  settlements are in a sense irre levant or 
aggravating to people who want  to maintain the  status quo on the 
ground.

So, Mr. Secretary, it seems to me that  U.S. policy is defined by 
this  resolution tha t we voted for unti l it is total ly repudiated by 
the  President and unti l the  Pres iden t makes a definitive  s tatemen t 
as to the  basis for calling the settlements illegal, and unti l he 
defines all the  obstacles to peace, including the  settlem ents. If he 
thinks those are obstacles to peace, it seems to me the  time has 
come for not only the  Secre tary of State but  the  President  to 
clearly  define what  U.S. policy is in the absence of the conventional 
rheto ric that we support the integ rity of Israe l and Israel is a 
friend.

We know all that . We have to define wha t are  the  opportun ities 
for the  negotia ting position between the  parties, wha t are the 
para meters of thei r opportunity  to negotia te, and unde r what  cir
cumstances will we permit them to negotiate . By voting for this 
resolution , we take  away from Israel  a confidence, the  psychologi
cal confidence t ha t they need in the United States to resolve these 
diffe rent issues, and I think that  vote has set back the  climate for 
positive negotiations for a long period of time  absent the new 
decla ration  by the President of th e United  S tates.

Secretary  Vance. Let me respond, if I may, please.
Chai rman  Zablocki. T hat was a very s trong  question.
Secretary  Vance. First,  the  ultim ate responsibility for the De

partm ent of State and for the  United  Nations and U.S. actions 
the re is my responsibility. I am the Secre tary of State. The mistake 
which was made was my mistake. Therefore , I am the  one who 
should properly ta ke the responsibility.

Second, I must  total ly disagree with you, respectfully, because I 
have a great respect for you, as you know, as a lawyer as well as a 
Congressman—on our view with respect to the  legality of settle
ments in occupied terri tory .
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FO UR TH  G E N E V A  CO N VEN TIO N

Article 49, paragraph 6, of t he fourth  Geneva Convention is, in 
my judgment, and has been in the judgment of each of the legal 
advisers of the State  Departmen t for many, many years, to be 
exactly what  it is as I described it this morning; namely, that they 
are  illegal and tha t it applies to the terri torie s, including the West 
Bank and Gaza.

I am famil iar with your reference  to Mr. Laude rbach’s opinion.
• He is a respected authority  but he is th e only one of the  respected 

authorities who shares your opinion. The rest of them do not agree 
with that. They agree with the position that  has been take n by the 
legal advisers to the State Department time afte r time over the

• years.
You say next that this document is in effect a final trea ty. 

Again, I must disagree with you. This  is clearly a recommendatory 
resolution and clearly so defined by our represen tative as such.

It can in no way be viewed as anything even remotely  approach
ing a document with the character ization of a fina l t reaty.

IS RA EL I SE TT LE M EN TS  AN D  PA LESTIN IA N  AU TO N O M Y

I would agree that the ultimate disposition of the sett leme nt 
question has to be worked out in negotiations. I said it in my 
opening s tatemen t and I re peat  i t now. There  is going to have to be 
some negotiation with respect to certain aspects of the  settlements 
issue in the autonomy negotiations, but the  ultimate disposition of 
the settlements issue is going to have to be worked out in the 
negotiations  among the parties pur sua nt to 242 in the  final negoti
ations with respect to t ha t issue.

Having said tha t, I find myself again in disagreement with the 
suggestion which you made that  the  language which is contained  
in this recommendatory resolution  in any way finally determines 
the question of what will be done on the  settlements issues. That  is 
to be negotiated  and it will be negotiated in the future .

N A TU RE OF  U .S . PO LI CY

Last, on the nat ure  of our policy, I have tried  to spell out again 
this morning  the  nat ure  and qual ity and main elements of our 
foreign policy with respect to the  Middle East. I have done this 
many times before in state men ts before this committee  and else
where, and in public speeches. The President  has done the  same. I 
repeat to you it has not changed and has not been changed by 
resolution 465 and w hat happened with respect to th at.

Chairman Zablocki. Mr. Bingham.

president’s statement of march 4

Mr. Bingham. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Firs t of all, Mr. Secretary, I have to say that  I agree that the 

events of the first days of March amounted to a disas ter for us. We 
managed, it seems to me, to grievously affect our credibili ty both 
vis-a-vis Israel  and vis-a-vis the Arab States , which takes some 
doing. I admire  you for attempt ing to take  responsibi lity for what
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happened, but I am reminded, it seems to me, tha t in allowing you 
to do that, the President was forgetting the  sound admonition of 
Pres iden t Truman “tha t the buck stops here”—on the President’s 
desk.

I thin k the President has to accept the  responsibil ity for what 
happened.

I don’t want  to ask questions about the par ticu lar events sur
rounding the resolution, which you have indicated you can’t re
spond to, and I think I understand about executive privilege, but I 
don’t w ant to ask you about the Pres iden t’s s tatement of March 4, 
which occasioned quite a little  discussion in this committee the 
othe r day when we were discussing the resolution of inquiry.

The first sentence of th at state men t of March 4 reads as follows:
I want to make it c lear tha t the vote of the United States in the Security Council 

of the United Nations does not represent a change in our position regarding the 
Israeli settlements in the occupied areas nor regarding the status of Jerusalem.

What was pointed out is that that sentence seems to reiterate 
the position by the initia l vote and to be inconsistent with the later 
paragraphs indicating t ha t the vote was cast by mistake.

Secretary Vance. What the President said the re is th at he wants 
to make it clear, and I quote:

That  the vote of the  United States in the Security Council does not represent a 
change in our position regarding  Israeli settlem ents in the occupied areas nor 
regarding the statu s of Jerusalem.

Tha t is very clear what  he said. Then he goes on to say—
While our opposition to the establishment of the Israeli settlements is longstand

ing and well known, we made strenuous  efforts to eliminate the language with 
reference to dismantling of the settlements in the resolution. This call for disman
tling was neither proper nor practical. We believe that  the future  disposition of 
existing settlements must be determined during the current autonomy negotiations.

What he was saying ther e was very clear, Mr. Bingham, tha t as 
we all know, in parl iamenta ry procedures when one votes for a 
resolution sometimes one votes for the resolution as a whole, and 
part icula rly in a recommendatory situa tion, such as we had here, 
you make clear what  your policy is with  respect  to  such portions of 
the resolution you disagree with.

Mr. Bingham. I am sorry, my time is runn ing out and I do have 
to interrupt you. We are very famil iar with the  lat ter  paragraphs, 
but  the point I was raising and was raised by several members 
here  the other day, is that  the first sentence seemed to be a 
reaffi rmation of th e vote and I assume that  it wasn ’t so intended 
but it appears to read that  way. If the vote which was cast by 
mistake did not represen t a change in our policy, then the vote 
stands. Tha t is what  tha t sentence appears to say.

Secre tary Vance. It stands as a vote of record. On the other 
hand, the President  made clear how it should be interpreted in 
term s of our policy. What he was saying very clearly was tha t 
provided certa in changes were made; namely, that our reservations 
were stated,  and specifically the removal of all references to Je ru 
salem, the stat ing of our reservations on the issue of th e disman
tling and the fact the resolution was recommendatory, and not 
binding, we would have voted for the resolution.
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Mr. Bingham. I wish you could clearly  sta te for us that  tha t 
sentence doesn’t mean that the United States stands on the posi
tion that was represented  by that vote on March 1 because-----

Secretary Vance. What I am clearly stat ing is t ha t our policy is 
unchanged with respect to settlements and to the question of Je ru 
salem. The President  then  defined, however, what  objections we 
had to certain  provisions in the resolution.

LEGALITY OF SETTLEMENTS
•

Mr. Bingham. Mr. Secretary,  Mr. Rosenthal made some of the 
points that I had in mind to make about  the question of sett le
ments and the legality of the  settlem ents. It does seem to me tha t 

« in our discussion of the subject you never do seem to point out the 
fact that  the West Bank was not Jordan ian terr itory, it was in a 
peculia r category.

You also seem to be remarkably insensitive, it seems to me, at 
times to profound feelings on th e part of the  Israelis, and I have in 
mind particularly the  problem of Hebron. I realize that  the an
nouncement with respect to Hebron came at a time which seemed 
unfortuna te, but should we not in our stateme nts recognize, first 
that  Hebron is part icularly  a holy city to the Jewish  people. 
Second, tha t Jewish  families lived the re for centuries unti l 1928, 
and third , that what was proposed and wha t is currently being 
discussed is not the  estab lishment of a sett lement  in the normal  
sense, but of Jewish  people moving back into houses that  were 
owned and occupied by Jews for many, many years?

Secretary Vance. You covered two matters. Let me speak to both 
of them.

The question of what  effect, if any, on the  legal status arises 
from the fact that  Jord an wasn’t sovereign in the West Bank, was 
covered in the opinion lette r, which I believe this committee  has, I 
made it available to you, dated April 21, 1978, from the  legal 
adviser. It points out that  the applicability of the  law of belligerent 
occupation, including the fourth Geneva Convention, does not 
depend on the  basis on which Jordan and Egypt governed; and I 
might add that  the  Israel i Supreme Court itself  has trea ted  the 
West Bank as occupied terri tory .

On your second question, I am not sure  whe ther  it is a question 
or a comment. I am not quite clear in my own mind yet what the 
Israel i position is with respect to the Hebron situation. I think  it 
remains to be seen how that  may be clarified.

Mr. Bingham. Than k you.
Chairm an Zablocki. Mr. Findley.

U.S. ATTITUDE TOWARD THE SETTLEMENTS

Mr. Findley. Mr. Secretary, according to the  New York Times 
yesterday, or today, Senator Biden though t that  the administ ration 

* ought to declare publicly we are mad as hell with Begin over the 
settlem ents. It doesn’t report your response. I will give you a 
chance here this morning. Are you mad as hell or are you mad or 
are  you not mad at all?

Secre tary Vance. I don’t thin k that  is the kind of question I 
ought to answer.
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Mr. Findley. Seriously, I thin k it is important to make very 
clear  the  attit ude  of the admin istrat ion. We are  upset with the 
settl ement policy; is th at  an accurate statement?

Secre tary Vance. We are upset with the sett lements policy. We 
have made tha t clear time and time again.

Mr. F indley. T hank  you, Mr. Secre tary.
Secretary Vance. We have stated  our policy and we believe in it.
Mr. F indley. Thank you.
Chairman Zablocki. I must observe that  the Secretary would 

never be mad, angry, maybe.
Mr. F indley. He is truly a gentleman.

EFFECT OF SUBSECTION 5 LANG UA GE

Mr. Secretary , I draw your attention to subsection 5 which has 
the words “including Jeru sale m.” I suspect that  that  is the par t of 
the resolution, apart  from the reference  to dismantling  existing 
settlements , tha t was most troublesome to th e admin istrat ion.

I would like to have your view as to the  effect of the  language of 
subsection 5 if the words “including Jerusa lem ” were omitted?

The reason I raise the question is that  I suspect there are times 
when the administration  may see fit not to sta te on the public 
record in a forum like the  United  Nations its own policy, even 
though t ha t s tatemen t might be consistent with its policy.

Would th is subsection have the same effect if the words “includ
ing Je rusalem” were omit ted?

Secretary Vance. We object to the use of the  word “dismantling” 
whether it is applied to th e West Bank, Gaza or Jerusalem.

Mr. Findley. I understand . I was drawing your attention to 
subsection 5 where it says “determines all measures taken by 
Israel  to change the physical cha rac ter” and so on, “of th e Pales
tini an and other Arab terr itor ies occupied since 1967, including 
Jeru sale m.”

Tha t is a reference to Jeru salem and I can understand why the 
administration  would not wish the  word “Jerusa lem ” included 
there.  But if those two words were strick en from that  subpara
graph, would it not say the  same as it does in its form as approved 
by the Security Council?

Secretary Vance. Well, I come back to the point that  we object 
to the suggestion that  there be dismantling with respect to any 
settlements because we thin k it is not proper, and/o r practical.

Mr. F indley. Obviously, I am not sta ting-----
Secretary Vance. Maybe I dont understand what you are getting  

at.
Mr. Findley. It is my view that  the United States  does not 

recognize as legal the annexation  that  Israel  made of East Jer usa 
lem, is tha t correct?

Secre tary Vance. We believe, and this has been our policy for 
many years, that East Jerusalem  is occupied ter ritory.

Mr. F indley. Yes. T hank you.
Therefore, it would, I would think , be encompassed by the term 

Arab terr itori es occupied since 1967 as stated in the subparagraph . 
Tha t was the point I was trying to make, that  that reference to 
Arab terr itor ies occupied since 1967 actua lly covers East Jerusa-



59

lem, it is not necessary to stat e that  fact and to name Jerusalem. 
Jerusalem is included in the reference to Arab terr itor ies occupied 
since 1967.

Secre tary Vance. It does.
Mr. F indley. T hank  you very much.

W H Y TH E UNIT ED  ST AT ES  HAS  NO  EM BASS Y IN  JE RU SA LE M

It may be that  some have overlooked the  fact that  our Govern
ment does not have its Embassy to Israel  in Jerusalem . It still has, 
I believe, a consulate  in East Jerusalem. Could you sta te the rea 
sons why our Embassy has not been established in Jerusalem?

Secretary Vance. We believe that the  question of the  ultim ate 
status of Je rusa lem is something that  has to be negotia ted among 
the parties at some point in the negotiat ions leading to a final 
peace, and pending tha t, we, along w ith most others, maintain our 
offices in Tel Aviv.

Mr. F indley. Mr. Secretary , I know tha t Ambassador Linowitz is 
striving very hard to bring Palestinian  leaders within the West 
Bank into the negotiating process. Do you have any indication as to 
whether the  flap over th is U.N. resolution  has been harmful, repre
sents a setback in that effort to bring West Bank Palestinian 
leaders into the process?

Secretary Vance. We will have a  bette r view with respect to that 
afte r this  trip  which Mr. Linowitz has jus t embarked upon is 
completed. I don’t have anything on that  a t this point.

Mr. F indley. Mr. Secretary , I w ant to add my words of commen
dation to you for your stewardship in a very difficult period and I 
hope th at 1981 will bring  happier days for you.

Chairman Zablocki. As the  members of the  committee  know, we 
are operat ing under the  Findley rule. All members who have been 
present will be called in order and then those who arr ived afte r the 
gavel had dropped will be called later . There are  Republican mem
bers who were here. They would be called in the ir order. The Chair 
would like to note Ms. Holtzman was h ere at the  beginning. Out of 
courtesy to Ms. Holtzman, would there be objection if we call upon 
her for 5 minutes?

Mrs. Fenwick. I do th ink  the  members of th e committee should 
be heard  first and guests who ar rived later should be h eard  later . I 
am perfectly willing as a member of the committee, to, yield to Ms. 
Holtzman. I am very happy to give h er my place.

Chairman Zablocki. Mr. Buchanan.
Mr. Buchanan. I don’t mind stand ing aside either . I do want my 

turn, though.
[Discussion off the record.]
Chairman Zablocki. The Chair recognizes Ms. Holtzman for 

questions for 5 minutes.
Ms. Holtzman. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman .
I am grate ful for the courtesy shown in allowing me to parti ci

pate in the important questioning that  is taking  place here today. I 
am sorry that  my questioning has become an issue. I think ther e 
are enough issues before us wi thout  adding another.

Mr. Secretary , as you know, I introduced resolution 598, together 
with Congressman Hamiltion Fish and Congressman Christopher
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Dodd. The resolution calls on the President to furni sh the House of 
Representatives certain documents, mate rials  and information— 
specifically, the full and complete information and facts in his 
possession regarding the decision by the United States to vote for 
the  resolution in the U.N. Security Council on March 1, 1980.

I take  it from your statement tha t you are not going to produce 
any memorandums or documents, including any cables sent by the 
State Departmen t to the Ambassador at the U.N. with respect to 
this  vote?

Secre tary Vance. I do not think it is appropriate  to do so. I think 
that  the  questions can all be answered by me, when appropriate, 
and I am one who feels very strongly about not tryin g to launch 
into witch hunts directed against individuals who are lower down 
in depar tments. If you press your issue then  obviously I will have 
to take  it to the President, because only the Pres iden t can exercise 
executive privilege.

I did not make those documents available  to you because I did 
not thin k that they were necessary, but if you are  going to press 
your issue I will have to take  it to the President  and he will have 
to make a decision.

Ms. H oltzman. Are you claiming executive privilege?
Secretary Vance. I cannot. You know very well, Ms. Holtzman, 

only the  President can claim executive privilege.
Ms. Holtzman. And he has not instructed you to claim executive 

privilege?
Secretary Vance. He has not at this point.

REFERENCES TO JER USA LEM  IN THE U .N . RESOL UTION

Ms. Holtzman. Mr. Secretary , on page 5 of your testimony you 
said that there was a misunderstanding that  led to the  vote that 
was cast by the United  States  at the  U.N. You testified fur ther 
that  the President understood that  all references to Jerusalem 
would be removed before we would vote for the resolution.

Did you ever tell him that  all references to Jeru salem would be 
removed?

Secretary Vance. The misunders tanding was that  this was his 
understanding and I had  a  di fferent understanding and we failed to 
communicate on this issue between us.

Ms. Holtzman. Did you advise the Pres iden t of the  references to 
Jeru salem that were in the  text of the Security Council resolution?

Secretary Vance. He was famil iar with them.
Ms. Holtzman. At the  time you had these  discussions that you 

referred to-----
Secre tary Vance. Yes.
Ms. Holtzman. Prior to the vote, the Pres iden t was aware of all 

the  references  to Jerusalem in the Security  Council?
Secre tary Vance. I think I have answered your question and I 

don’t believe it is appropria te for me to go an y fur the r than that.
Ms. Holtzman. Well, let me state  my question  for the  record and 

you can respond.
Was the President  aware of all the references to Jerusalem  in 

the  text of the Security Council resolution that  was voted in the 
U.N. on March 1?
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Secre tary Vance. A question like tha t, only the  Pres iden t him
self should speak to.

Ms. Holtzman. Did you show him a copy of the  tex t of the  
resolution?

Secre tary Vance. I had with me a  copy of the  resolution.
Ms. Holtzman. Did you show it  to him?
Secre tary Vance. I thin k that  that  is as far as I should go in 

talk ing about meetings with the President.
Ms. Holtzman. And you are refe rring  to the  meeting that  took 

place on Friday, February 29?
Secre tary Vance. I am.
Ms. Holtzman. Did you observe the  Pres iden t reading the  reso

lution?
Secre tary Vance. I am not going to go any fur the r into what  

took place at that  meeting.
Ms. Holtzman. I take  it th at  the re it was no mistake with 

respect to th e vote by the  U nited States insofar  as it referred to the 
dismantling  of settlem ents?  Did the  President, you, and our Am
bassador clearly understand the  substance of the  resolu tion’s refer
ence to the  dismantling  of the settl ements or was the re a mistake 
of communications with respect to these references?

Secre tary Vance. It was clearly  understood that  with respect to 
the  question of d ismantling  that  we would seek to have the  word 
“dism antling” take n out, but if we couldn’t, we would then make 
very clear  our position with respect to that  and our reservations 
and our disassociation from t ha t language.

Ms. Holtzman. With respect to the language in the  resolution on 
Pale stinian and othe r Arab lands?

Secre tary Vance. Yes.
Ms. Holtzman. Do you consider th at  our vote was a  shift in U.S. 

policy-----
Secre tary Vance. Not a t all.
Ms. Holtzman [continuing]. Describing the  land as Arab?
Secre tary Vance. Tha t language has been used before. We have 

voted for resolutions in the  General Assembly which had that 
language  in it. It is merely  descript ive language and it does not 
change in any way our position.

As you know, on two occasions before we voted for resolut ions in 
the  General Assembly, in 1978 and 1979, in December of each of 
those years, for resolutions which contained that  language.

Ms. Holtzman. Mr. Secretary, if in fact the re was a mistake 
with respect  to the  casting  of that  vote, does the adm inist ration 
have any intention of setting the  record stra igh t in a formal lett er 
or formal advice to the  Security Council?

Secre tary Vance. Ms. Holtzman, I think the  record has been set 
stra ight on tha t. The Pres iden t has made a sta tem ent  clearly  indi
cating  wha t our position is, w hat our policy is, with respect to the 
resolution. As I said yesterday, a stat ement  issued by the President  
of the United States  to the  world is certainly  as clear  a notice as 
anybody can have, and in my judgment, the re is no need to send a 
let ter  to anybody to make it any clearer.

Ms. H oltzman. Than k you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman Zablocki. The Chair will now be following the Findley 

rule. Mr. Buchanan.

6 1 -2 53  0 - 8 0 - 5
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Mr. Buchanan. Than k you, Mr. Chairm an.
Mr. Secretary, first of all, let me say th at  I think what  our 

count ry must have at this point in history  is s tren gth  in leadership 
and you personally represen t such stren gth. You have never been 
anything  other  t han  a credit to t his country and -----

Secre tary Vance. Thank you.
Mr. Buchanan [continuing]. You are at this moment. And if I 

bought the  line th at  you totally , personally, were responsible for 
whatever happens  at the U.N., I would only say th at  my adm ira
tion for you would rema in absolutely undiminished. I thin k we all 
know wh at you are and we appreciat e it.

Secretary Vance. Thank you, sir.
Mr. Buchanan. I thi nk  it is typical and in cha racter th at  you 

have assumed responsibi lity for what  happened. I am not sure that 
ther e is anybody in this  room who knows precisely and specifically 
who was responsible except you and the  Lord, if he is here, and he 
is not saying eithe r, so far  as  I know.

But regardless  of tha t, I think you started this  on the right 
footing. What mat ters  is th at  this  leadership th at  our country has 
given, a nd even though I personally think Mr. Car ter is responsible 
for this because he does have th at  sign on his desk, he has also had 
some responsibility in the  Camp David accords, as you have your
self, and for tha t process to continue it seems to me to be a ma tter  
of first  importance for ou r country.

You have said today th at  notw ithsta nding  whatever mistake was 
made, two things  are true . One, it did not represe nt a change in 
our policy and, two, tha t this  process is still on track and you don’t 
thin k th at  has been seriously injured  to date; is th at  correct?

Secretary Vance. Tha t is correct.

U.S. POLICY TOWARD ISRAEL

Mr. Buchanan. The other thin g I would a sk you about  is, as you 
may have noticed, it is very hard for many of us  here  in Congress 
to be completely objective on the  subject of Israel. Israe l is to me 
and to many others  a very special country. I think a moral necessi
ty of the  20th  century was the  reb irth  of Israel. I think  history  and 
justic e cried out toget her th at  this must happen and th at  country 
is a very special friend of t he United States , so I don’t think it is 
very possible for me at leas t to be objective on th at  subject. And 
yet if it is t rue, as some m ainta in, th at  the re is a  certain pro-Israel 
bias in Congress, it is certainly tru e th at  the re is a n anti-I srael bias 
in the U.N. organizati on th at  permeates  t ha t whole body.

I guess what I need to know, personally, and I thi nk  maybe the 
American people and the  people of Israel  need to know with cer
tainty, is that our policy remains firm in term s of continu ing to 
object where anti-I sraeli  bias ente rs into words and actions in such 
U.N. organizations as the  Security  Council or elsewhere, and that 
our policies toward Israel  rema in firm and unchanged.

Secre tary Vance. They do, indeed, and you are, indeed, righ t in 
saying th at  I srael  is a special friend and ally.

Mr. Buchanan. I have one othe r thin g th at  you may not answer 
but  I don’t ask it mischievously. There  is a very special rela tion
ship of th e U.N. Ambassador  in that he is also a Cabinet  officer as
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well as being in the sense, as other ambassadors are, the  repre
sentative of the head of state as well as our country.

CH AIN  OF CO M M AND AT TH E UNIT ED  N ATIO N S

Do I unde rstand tha t there exists a clear chain of command so 
far as t he U.N. Ambassador is concerned and decisions a t the U.N. 
that the chain of command does go up throu gh the State Depart
ment and through the Secre tary of S tate to the President, that  is 
clearly the chain of command?

Secretary Vance. That  is clearly the  chain of command but 
obviously the representa tive to the U.N. a lways has the  right to go 
to the President directly should he choose to do so. Whenever that 
is done, he lets the Secretary of S tate know that he is doing tha t.

Mr. Buchanan. In any such case I assume you would be aware  i f 
it resulted in a decision t ha t influenced a vote?

Secre tary Vance. Absolutely.
Mr. Buchanan. Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance  of my 

time.
Chairm an Zablocki. The gentleman from Washington.
Secretary Vance. Let me say a word if I might add. I have the 

highest respect and regard  for Ambassador McHenry. He is an 
extraordin arily  able public servant and a man of gre at ability  and 
integrity .

Chairm an Zablocki. Mr. Pr itcha rd.
Mr. Pritchard. Thank  you, Mr. Chairman.
I, too, want to say some supportive things of the Secretary.  I 

think it is important that  we s tand  behind you at this  time, and I 
don’t thin k it does much good to take  you to the  woodshed for a 
second day. I thin k it is counterproductive. But that is t he process 
we have, particularly in these times righ t now.

IS RA EL I SE TT LE M EN TS

This business of the  settl ement issue it seems to me that  we get 
ourselves caught  where it is impossible for us to make a statement 
that is critical of Israel without,  in the view of Israel,  giving 
support to the ir enemies. Somehow it  seems to me if we do have a 
special re lationship with Israel, and I believe we do, and if we are  a 
close friend, we should be able to publicly say that  here is a policy 
we think is counterproductive  to the  peace effort. We don’t really 
help Israel by muting  those thoughts, and not stand ing up and 
saying so.

I th ink  it is important on the sett lement issue that we say this is 
counterproductive; that this is our coun try’s position as it is the 
position of many people in Israel  and many Jews in this country to 
whom I have talked. How do you square yourse lf with this problem 
of any  time you are critical you are being attacked as anti-Israel?

Secretary Vance. Mr. Pritchard, I agree fully that friends can 
disagree, special friends can disagree, and when we have a policy 
and it may be d ifferent from that  of a friend, it should not inhibit 
us from being willing to state what  our policy is, otherwise you are 
going to have total confusion.
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Mr. Pritchard. Once again I yield back the time but I do want 
to say how proud I am of the service that  you have given this 
country.

Secretary Vance. Thank you, Mr. Pritchard.
Chairm an Zablocki. Mrs. Fenwick.

U.S. VOTE ON THE RESOLUTION

Mrs. Fenwick. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield to nobody, as 
the Secretary knows, in my respect to him, but I have questions 
and, like many in the public, I am confused.

I am not a lawyer, but on the face of it, Mr. Secretary, it is very 
hard,  as Congressman Bingham has said, to say in one sentence 
that  our policy is unchanged and then to have voted for so many 
things  tha t seem to represen t a change.

For example, item 1 takes note of Resolution 445. Twice in 1979, 
we did not approve the establishment of th is commission, nor did 
we accept its report, yet this whole resolution is based on accept
ance of tha t report. Tha t is item 1.

In between items 1 and 9, five times the resolution  speaks of 
Arab terri torie s as Pale stin ian—you have explained  tha t, and in
cluding Jerusa lem. Now, that day I had noticed very carefully  you 
spoke of the West Bank and Gaza and tha t, it seems to me, is th e 
way in which we have, general ly speaking, described those ter ritor
ies. But this resolution so clearly departs from wha t was our prac
tice, here before us this morning and what has so often been our 
practice in the past, to describe them as West Bank and Gaza 
rather than as Arab and Palestinian terri torie s. That, too, seems 
strik ing—I think ther e are five or six references.

Finally, item 9 requests the  Commission to repo rt to the Security 
Council before September and will convene at the  earliest possible 
date to consider the report and full implementa tion of the resolu
tion.

Now, full implementation of this resolution to be decided upon in 
an early meeting in September, it seems to me, totally interferes 
with the Camp David accords and the  negotia tions that  are taking 
place. I am not a lawyer but  I would think  that  we a re committed 
here to something cont rary in common sense to  the process th at we 
initiated.

Secretary Vance. I would be glad to answer all thre e of the 
comments that you made.

With respect to the acceptance of the  report, it means exactly 
what it says, that we accept the report , we received the report,  it 
doesn’t mean we agree with every thing in the  report. I made it 
very clear that it was re ally recommendatory and, therefore, we do 
not do any more than  accept it.

With respect to the West Bank-----
Mrs. Fenwick. We voted not to accept tha t, didn’t we, in July?
Secretary Vance. We abstained in March and I believe it was 

July. We had some questions  about whether the  Commission was a 
good idea. Generally,  we believed t ha t substantive mat ters  like th is 
are  bette r handled  in negotiations.

On the other  hand, the  committee or commission, whichever you 
wish to call it, has done serious work. It is the  view of al l of the
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other members of the Security Council, including our Western  
allies, Africans, Asians, Latin Americans, all 14 of them, that  that 
serious work should be continued. We, therefore, felt that  it would 
be app ropriate for us to pe rmit that  to go forward.

I really don’t see anything strange about tha t. As I indicated 
yesterday , we hoped tha t by abstaining on those two dates, March 
and also in July, that that  might  act as an encouragement to 
res tra int  on the par t of the Israelis  on the settlements issue.

As I stated yesterday, unfortuna tely, it did not. As a ma tte r of 
fact, th e situa tion grew worse and came to a point where I thin k it 
was beginning to jeopardize the  successful conclusion of the auto n
omy ta lks. So the situat ion was different at this time tha n it was 
on the  two prior occasions.

On the West Bank and Gaza, those are the  words used in the 
Camp David agreement. They are occupied te rritories. There  is no 
question about it. But, inasmuch as the Camp David agreement  
uses West Bank and Gaza, I use West Bank and Gaza, because I 
consider the Camp David agreement  to be the bible in this. We 
have agreed to it, Israel, Egypt, and ourselves, we are committed to 
following it through, lett er by lette r, and we will stick to tha t.

Finally, with respect to your reference to paragra ph 9 and full 
implementation,  I would point  out that it says in order  to consider 
the report and the full implementation, and that is one of the 
reasons that we wanted to make it very clear that this was merely 
a recommendatory resolution, and that  is why Don McHenry 
stressed that point, we don’t consider ourselves bound and we have 
said we don’t consider ourselves bound, and, therefore, the most 
tha t anybody could do would be to consider what  happens in terms  
of any proposals th at may come forward in the future.

I do not want to speculate  on what might come foward in Sep
tember because I simply don’t know.

Mrs. Fenwick. Thank you.
Thank you, Mr. Secretary.
Chairm an Zablocki. Mr. Fountain.
Mr. Fountain. T hank  you, Mr. Chairman.
I don’t have a question, but I would like to make an observation.

REACTION TO U .N . VOTE

First, I want  to say having served as a delegate to the UN in 
1967 with Ambassador Broomfield of this committee, at a time 
when the Jun e 6-day war took place, and having sat in the Secu
rity Council meeting behind Ambassador Goldberg and having 
heard  all of the  deliberations, and having been a part of all of the  
negotiations concerning what  t ranspir ed there,  and based upon my 
experience and observation of t he way in which matters are han 
dled ther e and the tremendous amount of effort that  is put forth, 
the number of discussions that take  place, the changes that  take  
place in resolutions, a word change here and a phrase change 
there , I have a sympathetic unde rstanding  of the  resu lt which 
transpired here.

I doubt that there are many of us in the Congress who would like 
to have to explain all of the votes tha t we have cast on many of the 
major issues of our time, part icularly  those Congressmen who say I
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voted for this but frankly,  I am not for it. It was a ma tter  of 
political expediency.

I think  it is unfor tuna te that this mistake, and it was a mistake, 
which you have assumed the responsibi lity for, and so has the 
Presiden t, was made during  a political year. I doubt very seriously 
if much would have been said about it in an off-year. But it was a 
mistake and it was unfortuna te.

Nevertheless, I accept your explana tion. I accept the Pres iden t’s 
explanation, I accept your stateme nt here this morning, I thin k 
you are stating good policy. I don’t think we ought to continue  
trying you and the President  and the American Government before 
the bar of public opinion all over the world for a mistake. I thin k 
some groups in this country who have a vital inte rest  in Israel and 
in peace in tha t part of the world, as all of us have, have overreact
ed to this mistake.

I understand  the ir concerns, but I want to take  the  rema inder  of 
my time to simply say I have not always agreed with the Presiden t, 
particularly , on some domestic matt ers, but I want to say that  I 
want to commend the President  of the  United  States  and you as 
one of his agents, and all of those who have worked with you, in 
the  fantast ic accomplishments which you made when you brough t 
about the signing of the Camp David agreement.

I have traveled in that par t of the world on a number of occa
sions. I have talked  to Golda Meir and those who preceded her and 
those who succeeded her  and to Pres iden t Sadat and President  
Nasser. I have talked  with the people in that part of the world. I 
know of no par t of the world where the  people, part icularly  in 
Israel and Egypt, wanted  peace for so many years  so desperately 
but  were not able to achieve the ir goal. I think that  for the Pres i
dent through you and others, to have negotia ted this agreement, to 
bring about peace between these two countries, and to bring about 
the  exchange of ambassadors and the carry ing on of these  negotia
tions which will establish peace ultim ately  is a  grea t achievement.

For too long, too many have assumed, as the  American people 
have assumed, that  there wasn’t much we could do about the 
Middle East, that wars, small and large, would continue on forever  
in eternity.

That  is no longer the case. And I th ink  tha t the  American people 
and we here in the Congress have completely overlooked that  
fantas tic first big step which has been made in the peace and 
security of th e Middle East, which ultim ately  is in the inte rest  of 
peace and security of the United States , and I, for one, want  to 
commend you for what you are doing. I th ink  you are doing a g reat 
job under  grea t pressu re and I wish you well in the days that lie 
ahead.

Secretary Vance. T hank  you, Mr. Fountain.
Chairman Zablocki. Mr. Fascell.
Mr. Fascell. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Secretary, let me join my colleague in commenting upon 

your personal service and the contribution  that  you have made as 
Secretary of State not only to this country but to the  world and 
hope that you won’t leave us. I have been encouraging the Secre
tary to stay around for another  4 years. There  are some assump
tions involved in that .
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Chairman Zablocki. I wonder if he will be able to take  the 
punishment?

Mr. Fascell. I thin k the assumptions are falling in place more 
and more every day.

PUBLIC DE FIN ING  OF U. S.  POLICY

Let me discuss this with you a little  bit, if I can, Mr. Secretary, 
because ther e is a grea t deal of sensitiv ity involved here  and a 
grea t deal of emotion, and there is always the question that  is 
raised when something unforeseen occurs, t ha t immediately it is a  
cabal or a conspiracy, or a major change.

Obviously, if it were the latt er, in terms of major change of 
policy by the United States, it sure as heck wasn’t subtle  and it 
certainly wasn’t hidden, so it couldn’t very well be a conspiracy.

I am prepared to accept the fact that  it is an honest mistake or 
that it was just simply an error in communication or mis inte rpre 
tation in the reading  of this language. Today is the firs t time I 
have really had a chance to go over this resolution  more tha n jus t 
casually and I read it several times, and withou t going into the 
whole history of the  framework of writing in the  U.N., which is an 
ar t all to itself, anyway. Let me get some things here squared  away 
in my own mind.

One, one of my colleagues said that it doesn’t ma tter wha t hap
pened here although he resented every thing that happened with 
respect to the wording of the resolution and the  position of the 
United States. He requested that  the  President should make a 
definitive statement publicly as to what  U.S. policy is, with respect 
to Israel. Has the President  done that  since the adoption of this 
resolution?

Secretary Vance. He has not made a full review publicly of the 
position since then.

I have.
Mr. Fascell. You have done it in your stateme nt here  today?
Secretary Vance. Tha t is correct. And the President  knows every 

word tha t is in this statement which I read to you this morning.
Mr. Fascell. I may not be able to recall verbatim, and the  record 

would have to speak for itself, when the  P resid ent was in terro gated 
on this issue, but I recall his saying in gene ral—I will have to 
paraphra se—tha t the  position, the policy of the United State s with 
regard to Israel had not changed. I regard that as a definitive  
statement by the President  of the  U nited States.

Secretary Vance. It is.
Mr. Fascell. It might be b ette r if it were in more detail, as you 

laid it out in your own sta tem ent  here today, but I don’t have any 
question in my mind at this point that  that  is wha t he is talk ing 
about, notwi thstanding the U.S. vote on U.N. Resolution 465.

The other  question that  was raised, who is accepting the  respon
sibility? You as Secretary of State didn’t really  have any choice. I 
might sympathize  with you, you recognize tha t, but you jus t don’t 
have a choice any more tha n I do.

But the President has also accepted responsibility, if I recall his 
press conference, in which he said he accepted full responsibility 
for the mistake—and it was definitely a mistake. I thought in
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fairness to the record, we ought to say the  President has accepted 
the responsibility for whatever erro r occurred with respect to this 
resolution.

Secretary Vance. T hat is right.
Mr. F ascell. T hat doesn’t solve the rest of the problem, however, 

which is what really transpired here? Was there some secret 
machinations  going on with  respect to the U.N. Office of the  Secre
tary of Sta te and the White House, with the  possibility that there 
might be some subt le change in U.S. posture here, or some effort to 
pressure Israel, because that  is the issue. The whole issue is whe th
er or not Israel is being pressured by the  United  States  to do 
something  it doesn’t want to do, and the extent of that pressure. 
Therefore, the documentation and the cable traffic becomes impor
tan t to some people. I thin k if there is any way to produce it at 
some point it ought to be produced.

PAR AGR APH 7 OF THE RESOLUTION

Mr. Chairman, if you will bear with me just 1 minute , I want  to 
get to tha t right now. For example, I don’t see how the United 
States  could vote for this  resolution  with the  present paragraph 7 
in it. Whether ther e is any  m isunderstanding or no misunderstand
ing, I don’t see how you could do tha t.

It calls upon the States  not to provide Israel  with any assistance 
to be used specifically in connection with sett lement in the occu
pied te rritor ies. Now, I assume you can get out from under that by 
saying that the U.S. assistance is not specifically in connection 
with the  territories.  I assume that  is the  way it is interpreted?

Secre tary Vance. T hat  is correct.
Mr. F ascell. You know th at  is not practica l, it is not logical, you 

know that money is all fungible. The administ ration, itself, has 
proposed $1.2 billion in this next fiscal year for Israe l assistance, 
$500 million of which is going to be on a gra nt basis, and the 
committee is raising tha t to $1.4 billion, with $700 million on a 
gra nt basis.

To say it doesn’t specifically go to  the sett lements because it is 
not directed at the settlem ents, it goes to someth ing else, I thin k is 
begging the  issue. I don’t see how you can vote for paragraph 7, no matter  what.

Also, it seems to me the nuance has been going on for a long 
time and I haven’t followed the U.N., about  using the words “in
cluding Jerusalem,” when referring to Arab terri torie s, even 
though  the words “occupied Arab ter rito ries’4 are  all inclusive.

Secre tary Vance. The word or the  words “including Jerusa lem ” 
has been used time and time again.

Mr. Fascell. So i t is not a  new subtle nuance?
Secretary Vance. No.
Mr. Fascell. It has no new meaning  in the sta te of the art?
Secretary Vance. It certa inly doesn’t.
Mr. Fascell. It was laid out separately  from occupied ter ritor ies 

simply to emphasize the problem of Jerusalem , part of which is 
considered occupied?

Secretary Vance. Tha t is right.
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Mr. Fascell. All of which Israel disagrees with. How could the 
United States  vote for paragraph 6 the n when we ta lk about some
thing to dismantle the existing settlements, et cetera , which is 
contrary to our policy an d-----

Secretary Vance. We dissociated ourselves from the dismantling  
aspect very clearly in the stateme nt made by our perm anent repre
sentative at the time.

Mr. Fascell. At th e time of the vote?
Secretary Vance. Yes sir, in the explanation of the vote. 

SEQUENCE OF EVENTS LEADING TO THE VOTE

Mr. Fascell. Well, explain to me what  started  the  fuss then?
Secretary Vance. What started  th e fuss?
Mr. Fascell. Yes. The resolution  was thoroughly distr ibuted all 

over the U.N., Israel certa inly knew what  the vote was going to be.
When did Israel raise the objection?
Secre tary Vance. The basic objection raised by Israel was with 

respect to paragraph  7.
Mr. Fascell. The original para graph 7?
Secre tary Vance. Yes sir.
Mr. Fascell. Or the way paragraph 7 is written now?
Secretary Vance. Original paragraph 7.
Mr. Fascell. I see. That was the only objection Israel  made?
Secretary Vance. I can’t say.
Mr. Fascell. They didn’t want the resolution  to sta rt with? I 

don’t blame them for tha t. But that  was the specific?
Secretary Vance. That was the  main thru st.
Mr. Fascell. And that is what  the United States  undertook to 

get changed, is that correct?
Secretary Vance. Yes, but I don’t want  to be misleading, I don’t 

want  to say that they accepted othe r language in the  resolution.
Mr. Fascell. Well, of course not. There is no way they can 

accept any par t of this language. I am talk ing about what is 
consistent with the U.S. position and whe ther  ther e was something 
underhanded, scurrilous, or some nuance with respect to the  U.S. 
posture on this resolution which was intended in any way to put 
any pressure on the Government of Israel.

Secretary Vance. I can assure you tha t there is no underhanded, 
scurrilous, devilish plot whatsoever.

Mr. Fascell. Thank  you.
Chairm an Zablocki. Mr. Solarz.
Mr. Solarz. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chair

man, it is always good for me to have a chance to exchange views 
with my cou nterpart  si tting  a t the othe r side of the table.

Mr. Secretary , I unde rstand that  you were recent ly awarded 
membership in a rather exclusive organization, the membership of 
which was limited to the number of fingers on one hand. I simply 
wanted to say that I thin k you are inappropr iately  given member
ship in t ha t organization. I certainly consider you a f riend of Israel.

U.S. FOREIGN POLICY IN THE MIDDLE EAST

We have disagreed from time to time about our foreign policy in 
the Middle East, but I thin k it is important to take  note tha t,
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unlike  previous Secreta ries of State, during whose admin istrat ions 
we were confronted with reassessments or with Rogers plans or 
with other diplomatic mechanisms which many of us felt were not 
to Israel’s advantage, there haven’t been any reassessments  I know 
of during your admin istrat ion.

You know, I am sure, how much respect and affection I have for 
you. But it seems to me, Mr. Secretary, getting to the subject in 
question, that whatever one may think of Isra el’s settlement policy, 
that  at a time when the Soviet Union is on the  march  in Afghani
stan, at a time when American diplomats are  being held hostage in 
Teheran, that it makes no sense to join in the condemnation of 
what is afte r all our only reliable  democratic ally in the  Middle 
East.

It seems to me tha t instead  of voting for resolutions calling upon 
Israel to dismantle its existing settlements in the  West Bank and 
Gaza, it would have been more appropriate  for us to praise Israel 
for the  enormous territo ria l and economic sacrifices it has already 
made on beha lf of peace.

CRITERIA FOR DECIDING TO VOTE OR NOT VOTE FOR A RESOLUTION

Now, I would like to ask you, Mr. Secretary, how we go about 
determining when ther e are  references  in a resolution  at the 
United  Nations to which we object, whe ther  we abstain , vote 
against it or simply issue a disclaimer, to the  effect that we don’t 
support that part icular provision. Obviously, there must be many 
occasions when there are provisions we don’t agree with. How do 
we decide in each instance whether to vote for the  resolution  or 
issue a disclaimer or to vote against it or abstain?

Secretary Vance. We usually  get a recommendation from the 
Perm anent Representative as to his views. It is then discussed with  
the Secretary of State, if it  is on a major matter , and if necessary, 
it is tak en to the President.

Mr. Solarz. I am really asking, Mr. Secretary , about  th e criteria. 
In other words, when a resolution has provisions which really are 
fundamenta lly unacceptable to us-----

Secretary Vance. There are two aspects to it. Those that are 
matters of substance and those that deal with matters of tactics, 
and so one has to determine  which of those two categories you a re 
dealing with.

Mr. Solarz. If I voted for a bill here, which provided, among 
othe r things, for the elimination of social securi ty benefits, I think 
it would be small comfort to my elder ly constitu tents if I told them 
not to worry, I had issued a statement in the Congressional Record 
disassociating myself from the  bill.

Secre tary Vance. I think I can answer  your question now th at I 
unde rstand what  you a re talk ing about.

If the  main thrus t of a resolution is in accordance with our 
policy, but there may be a provision in it with which we do not 
agree, we have, and I am sure  we will in the  future, often voted for 
such a resolution with a disclaimer with respect to the minor 
provision t ha t we didn’t agree with.
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Mr. Solarz. You indicated in both 1978 and 1979 we voted for 
General Assembly resolutions which contained references to the 
West Bank and Gaza as Palestinian and Arab lands.

I unde rstand that on both of those occasions our represen tativ e 
at the U.N. issued a disclaimer indica ting with respect to those 
portions of the  resolution we did not accept that  characterizatio n 
and did not consider it helpful. Is th at the  case?

Secretary Vance. I would have to check the record on tha t.
Mr. Solarz. I am told that we did. I would apprec iate it if your 

advisers could inform you, because my next question-----
Secretary Vance. My recollection is—I have to check it—we 

stated  at that time that we did not consider that  this in any way 
prejudiced the question of sovereignty, the sovereignty issue, if you 
want  to call it tha t. That  is my recollection. I will have to check it.

Mr. Solarz. But that sta tem ent  was issued in the  form of a 
disclaimer. My question is why then,  given the incorporation of the 
phrase “Palestinian  and othe r Arab lands” in this resolution, our 
representative  wasn’t similarly instructed to issue a disclaimer to 
that par t of the resolution as well?

Secretary Vance. I will have to check the record to be sure. Let 
me make the assumption you are  correct  in what  you say on tha t. 
This kind of language has jus t gotten  to be, in effect, sort of 
boilerplate at this point, to have that kind of phraseology.

ISRAELI CUSTODY OF THE HOLY PLACES

Mr. Solarz. Mr. Secretary , one of th e things that  troubles some 
of us about this resolution is it s patently  one-sided character. How 
would you charac terize  Israel’s custody of the  holy places since 
1967, particularly , in terms  of t he extent to which they  have pro
vided free access to those shrines to the people of all religions?

Secretary Vance. I feel that  they  have acted with great sensitiv
ity and care in that regard  and that  is the reason that  we felt so 
strongly about paragraph 7 in the  o riginal draft,  because there was 
an implication in tha t paragraph that  they  had not. The implica
tion was they had been discr imina tory and had not trea ted  the 
holy places in a fair and proper  fashion. Tha t is why we were so 
sensitive, as were the Israelis, to t ha t par ticu lar paragraph.

Mr. Solarz. Would it have made any sense to seek at the  conclu
sion of such a resolution a para graph in effect taking note of th e 
way in which Israel  has taken care of the holy places, as a way of 
introducing some kind of balance into the  resolution?

Secretary Vance. In theory I would have no problem with any
thing  like that .

JO RD AN IAN CUSTODY OF THE HOLY PLACES

Mr. Solarz. Finally, Mr. Secretary, how would you characterize 
the way in which Jo rdan , which previously had custody of the holy 
places, conducted itself between 1949 and 1967 in terms of the  way 
in which it handled  the custody of the holy places, most par ticu lar
ly, in terms of permitting  access by people of all religions?

Secre tary Vance. The actions that  were t aken during that period 
with respect to some of the cemeteries were totally unacceptable. I 
have seen the resul ts of that myself.
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Chairman Zablocki. Time of the gentleman has expired.
Mr. Bowen.
Mr. Bowen. T hank you, Mr. Chairman.
I have a grea t deal of respect for my good friend and gentlelady  

from New York, my congressional classmate. In fact, she was kind 
enough the  other day to give me a ride from the New York airpo rt 
to the U.N. where I was pursuing my congressional duties  at the 
Law of the Sea Conference.

Since one of the purposes of this hearing is to consider the 
resolution of inquiry, I would like to state for the record tha t, if 
asked to  vote on it, I would have to vote against it.

RE FE RE NC E TO PH RAS E “ IN CLU D IN G JE R U SA LEM ”

I agree with the Secre tary’s position. I do not thin k it would be 
in the best interests of the  formulat ion of sound foreign policy for 
every oral and writ ten communication within the executive branch 
to be subject to public scrutiny, and I understand the position in 
this regard.

By the  way, let me say my good friend, the gentlelady,  would 
make a very fine Senator from New York. In regard to the resolu
tion, I thin k we have established rather clearly the use of the 
phrase  “including Jerusa lem ”doesn’t really add anything. In fact, 
the only use of th e word Jerusalem in any context  othe r than in 
the phrase “including Jeru sale m,” is in a reference to the holy 
places, and one which I think is not regarded as controversial.

So I thin k we have establi shed—Mr. Secretary, I presume you 
would agree—that the phrase  “including Jerusa lem ” does not add 
anything to what has been said in terms of occupied Arab ter ritor
ies, that they do include the West Bank, Gaza, and Jerusalem. 
They could have been enumerated, they were not.

So it strikes me as not unreasonable that you, and the  Presiden t, 
for that matt er, would conclude that simple references to Jerusa 
lem did not add anyth ing to the resolution or take  anything from 
it. It might have been regarded as irr ita ting to have Jerusalem  
mentioned specifically, but I don’t know that  it added anything to 
the resolution, and for th at  reason, I am a littl e confused as to why 
this is regarded as the real source of trouble in the  resolution, 
since we agree, I think , that nothing is added by including refer
ences to Jerusa lem.

Now, it is my presumption that  the Government of Is rael would 
probably have been exceedingly unhappy about the  resolution  even 
if the references to Jerusalem  were not there, and certa inly if I 
were the Government of Israel, I would take that  point of view as 
well.

In any event, jus t looking as logically as I can, I don’t think 
anything is added by the  use of these references to Jerusalem, 
except possibly a political irri tan t.

VI OLATIO N OF  IN TER N A TIO N A L LA W

It seems to me, based on your previous s tatem ent,  t ha t this and a 
number of preceding administrations have concluded t ha t the pres
ence of Israel in these occupied terri torie s const itutes  in several 
instances violations of international law, though there may be
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some dissent in that  regard. It does not again seem to me illogical 
that you would conclude that  if in fact the presence of country A 
within the borders of country or terri tory B constitutes some kind 
of violation of international law, that  it is not inconsistent, shall 
we say, to call upon country A to withdraw from that territory.

It doesn’t strike  me as being illogical  that  you would support 
that particular kind of resolution. Whether or not that  represents 
any departure from positions previously taken  by the Government 
is another matter.

Could you comment, Mr. Secretary, upon the illogical in whether 
or not supporting the resolution would be consistent as a conclu
sion from your previous analysis  that  certain  violations of inter na
tional law had taken place, based on counsel within the State  
Department?

Secretary V ance. Well, it is our clear position that under inter
national law the establishment of a settlem ent in occupied terr i
tory, wherever that  occupied terri tory may be, is a violation of 
international law. So that is point No. 1.

The second point I think you were making is that  there is 
nothing new about the phrase “including Jerusalem ” as tacked on 
after “Palestin ian and other Arab  territor ies, including Jerusa
lem.” Those have in effect become boilerplate phrases that are used 
in U.N. resolutions.

The President did feel, as I indicated, however, that  in the pres
ent phase of the autonomy negotiations it would not be helpful to 
raise the issue of Jerusalem  in a U.N. resolution concerning settle 
ments and-----

SE TT LE M EN T NEGO TI ATI ONS

Mr. Bowen . Let’s remove the issue of Jerusalem, and if you can, 
respond to the question about whether, intern ational lawyers nor
mally conclude that the act of a  particular  country  is a violation of 
international law, then it is not illogical to agree with the particu
lar position that that  country’s forces should be withdrawn or 
other action should be rescinded?

Secretary V ance. It is our position that  the ultimate question 
with respect to settlements has to be resolved through negotiations. 
That has been our position and remains our position. It will  have 
to be dealt with in two ways here. In the autonomy talks  there are 
going to have to be certain issues r elating to settlements negotiated 
among the parties.

For example, what is the relationship of the self-governing au
thority  going to be to the settlement during the transitional 
period? What will be the relationship with respect to the security 
of the settlements during the transitional  period?

Mr. Bowen . These are primarily political  judgments in a sense, 
whether or not the resolution does or does not serve a useful 
purpose in arriv ing at a settlement or whether the wording is 
irritating  or helpful. This is more what  we are discussing and I 
gather you tend to agree with the point I made that if the analysis 
is that  a particular  action is a violation of international  law, I 
think  you agreed that certain  of these actions were— then it is not 
illogical, it is not inconsistent for the United States or others in
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this case—in this case it happened to be a unanim ous vote—to 
conclude th at those actions should be rescinded or corrected?

Secre tary Vance. We wanted to be very careful on the question 
of withdrawal that  we did not go along with withdrawal, because 
we do not consider the withdrawal  issue to be a proper  one or a 
practical one, and that  is for negotiation, that  is where that  has to 
be dea lt with.

Mr. Bowen. Thank you, Mr. Secretary . I think  your observation 
was very pert inen t, to No. 9 regarding the ultimate judgment on 
this resolution as being covered by the  phrase “to consider the 
report and full implem entation of the  present resolu tion,” so wha t
ever conclusions one might derive that are to be covered by tha t 
term, “to consider” which provides the leeway, the flexibility-----

Secre tary Vance. Plus the statement made by the  Perman ent 
Representative that  we considered the  ent ire resolution to be a 
recommendatory resolution and not a  binding resolution.

Mr. Bowen. T hank  you, Mr. Chairman.
Chai rman Zablocki. The Chair would like to sta te in discussing 

the  length  of th e meeting wi th the  Secretary of State,  I ventured to 
say that  we would be finished by 12:30. The Secre tary has an 
appointment , so we have 5 minutes.  I would hope that  the mem
bers that  have questions, the  Chair would recognize them for one 
question and the members present have all had an opportunity 
under the 5-minute rule. We will now go to one question per 
member. Who wants to ask a question? Then if the re are some 
questions that  they would like to present to the Secre tary for 
answers in th e record, I hope our members would agree to that.

Mr. Bingham.
Mr. Bingham. Thank  you, Mr. Chairman.

PARAGRAPH 1— REPORT

I ju st would like to ask the Secre tary about  para graph 1 in the 
resolution. It states:

Commends the  work done by the  commission established in pre paring the  report  contain ed in docum ent * * *.
What is the nature  of the report and wha t were we doing, what 

is the  significance of th e fact that  we voted, apparen tly we a re in 
agreement to commend the work done by th at  Commission?

Secre tary Vance. As I indicated earli er, it was a serious piece of 
work done by the Commission members. I think  you know who 
they are. They are Portugal, Bolivia, and Zambia. They did a 
serious piece of work and the  report consists of a report plus 
recommendations and conclusions.

Mr. Bingham. T hank  you.
Chairman Zablocki. Mr. Findley.

REFERENCES TO JERUSALEM

Mr. Findley. Mr. Secretary, the discussion that Mr. Bowen had 
with you now as well as my ear lier  comments indicated that  the 
words “including Jerusa lem ” don’t add to the effect of the  term 
“occupied ter rito ry.” Tha t being the case, it appears that  the ad-
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mini strat ion has take n a lot of hea t and th at  it has appeared  to 
bow unde r pressu re for language that is s uperfluous—the langua ge 
being “including Jerusale m.” I know tha t “dism antle men t of se ttle 
ments” is another  issue. But the administ ratio n, in focusing on the  
term  “Jeru salem ” appears to be repud iatin g superf luous words, 
rat he r tha n the meaning of the resolution.

Would you comment on th is and hopefully clarify it?
Secretary Vance. I will jus t repe at what  I said before. The 

references  to Jeru salem  have to be seen in the  context of the  
prese nt phase of the autonomy negotia tions and how repeated ref
erences to Jeru sale m might affect the  tone of those negotiations.

Chairman Zablocki. Mrs. Fenwick.
Mrs. F enwick. Than k you, Mr. Chairman.

EFFECTS OF U.S. ACTIONS

I have jus t one last comment, Mr. Secretar y. The stra nge  thin g 
here is tha t we went  along and voted for a resolution  with all these 
points which have been enumerated  by various  members here  this  
morning, and which were so clearly , to the  least informed, going to 
be dynam ite on both sides of th e question, Arabs and Israelis.  It is 
as if th is has all been done by people who had n’t read it, who were 
unaw are of the  facts of what  this  would be. Tha t is wha t is dis
quieting to the public—there is some unease.

Is it possible th at  we move in this  way witho ut recognizing the 
effect of ou r actions?

Secretary Vance. No, I think we clearl y recognized the  effect of 
the  action. We really clearly  recognized th at  in voting in favor of 
the  resolution  ther e would be strong  opposition from many people; 
we were totally aware  of th at fact.

Mrs. Fenwick. Then equally strong opposition in claiming it was 
an error.  It seems to m e-----

Secre tary Vance. If a n erro r was made, it seems to me you have 
got to admit the error . The worst thin g to do would be to adm it to 
the error.

Mrs. Fenwick. You can’t have it both ways. If you did the  first  
knowing full well the re were implications , it seems to me ther e 
was no reason to say it is an  error.

Than k you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman Zablocki. Ms. Holtzman.
Ms. Holtzman. Than k you, Mr. Chairm an.

SHIFT IN U.S. ATTITUDES

I neglected ear lier  to express my own personal respect for the 
Secre tary of State. I agree with the gentleman  from New York’s 
character izatio n of your responsibility and the responsibility of 
othe r members of the  adm inist ratio n with respect to the  vote on 
Israel. However, I am very disturbed because our role for this 
resolution  repre sents  a shift in term s of wha t we have been willing 
to say publicly.

For example, section 8 of the  resolutio n refers to the  reporte d 
serious depletion of n atu ral  resources, including  water , despite the 
fact the Stat e Depa rtme nt itsel f did a review of the  use of water
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resources in the West Bank, and found there was no violation and 
that  Is rael ’s policy was appropriate .

I am concerned, too, about the call for the dismantling  of sett le
ments, which has not been made before, and about voting for 
boilerplate . There is a  lot of boilerplate in the U.N. and elsewhere, 
that  is totally  objectionable. For example, the resolution equating 
Zionism with  racism. If you say it long enough does th at mean we 
are going to repeat it, too? I hope tha t that  statement is not going 
to become a par t of U.S. policy.

Secretary Vance. You know how strongly I feel about the resolu
tion that was passed on equating Zionism with racism. There 
should be no doubt in anybody’s mind about tha t.

I would make one point. You referred to paragraph 8. What it 
says is to investigate  the reported  violation. It hasn’t accepted the 
fact there  has been a violation. It just says to investigate.

Ms. Holtzman. T hank  you.
Chairman Zablocki. The gentleman from New York, Mr. Solarz.
Mr. Solarz. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Secretary, I jus t wanted to offer one final observation. After 

listening to all of the testimony here and looking in to this question 
in great detail in the last few weeks, I feel a  little bit like Clemen- 
ceau once felt about another  ma tter  in a somewhat  different con
nection when he said it was worse tha n a crime, it was a stupidity.

I th ink at the very least there was some incredibly slipshod staff 
work here and I would very much hope that  we can tighten up on 
procedures to make sure that these unfo rtunate things  don’t 
happen again. I have the feeling that  as a resu lt of what has 
happened, such a review is undoubtedly being commenced. I heard  
the President say to a group of New Yorkers at the White House 
last  week, from now on he was going to make it a point to person
ally read all these resolutions, and I do hope that  we can avoid 
these problems in the future?

u .s . POLICY

Secretary Vance. I would like to bring everybody back at the 
end, if I could, to what I thin k is the  most important issue, and 
that is one made by the chairman at the outset, and that is what is 
our policy?

I tried to outline that policy to you, that  it is based upon the 
Camp David accords, that  we intend to intensify our efforts and 
work with the others to try  and bring that  to a fruitfu l conclusion 
and ultimately to a comprehensive peace. Tha t is w hat we should 
be keeping our eye on.

Chairman Zablocki. The Chair would like to make a final sta te
ment, tha t is, to th ank  the Secretary for giving so much of his time 
and answering the questions directly to the  extent that he possibly 
could.

We, as many of my colleagues have in the ir statements expressed 
the ir deep respect and grea t love for th e Secre tary and we all wish 
him well. You have earned  a three-martin i lunch, but I am sure 
you are not even going to have one because knowing you, right  
afte r leaving from here you will be doing your work and meeting 
your next commitment.
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Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary.
Secretary Vance. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman Zablocki. The committee stands  adjourned unti l 9:30 

Tuesday morning, for the continuation  of the  markup on the com
mittee  p rint  for economic and security  assistance.

[Whereupon, at 12:35 p.m., the committee was adjourned, to re
convene on Tuesday, March 25, 1980, a t 9:30 a.m.]
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RESOLUTION OF INQUIRY CONCERNING THE 
U.S. VOTE IN THE U.N. SECURITY COUNCIL ON 
ISRAELI SETTLEMENTS IN THE OCCUPIED 
TERRITORIES

WEDN ESDAY, MARCH 26, 1980

House of Representatives,
Committee on Foreign Affairs,

Washington, D.C.
The committee  convened at 10:03 a.m., in room 2172, Rayburn  

House Office Building, Hon. Clement J. Zablocki (chairman) presid
ing.

[Prior to consideration of House Resolution 598, the committee 
met on other matters. ]

Chairman Zablocki. The Chair would like at this time for the 
committee to act on House Resolution 598. If any of the  staff  of 
Members of Congress who are members  of this committee know 
where the ir members are, please get them here. We need a quorum 
of 19.

The committee will need a quorum for the  purpose of r eport ing 
out a clean bill so I hope the members  will be here promptly so 
that we can dispose of the  mat ter. It will be a ma tte r of one vote.

Now the other legislation would be in the  meantime scheduled 
that I can foresee or don’t foresee.

[Pause].
Chairm an Zablocki. The Chair will proceed.
House Resolution 598 requesting certain information from the 

President  regarding the U.S. vote on the  Security  Council resolu
tion concerning Israeli settlements in occupied terr itories  is now 
before the committee. As the members  will recall, the Department 
of State  responded on behalf of the Pres iden t to th e Chair’s request 
for the Executive’s comments on the  resolution  and that  was As
sistant Secretary of State  Brian Atwood e nunciated  th e adm inis tra
tion ’s policy on the settlement issue as well as the Middle East 
process in general and provided a set of documents  rela ting  to U.S. 
policy on these and related issues.

Upon receipt of the executive branch response the  committee 
heard  the testimony of the thre e cosponsors of the resolution. 
Subsequently the committee heard  the testimony of Secre tary of 
State  Vance. In the opinion of the  Chair, the information provided 
by the executive branch in writ ten form and in Secre tary Vance’s 
testimony and answers to members’ questions gave an adequa te 
explanation of ad ministration with respect to the matters at issue 
and to the circumstances leading up to the  United Nations Secu- 
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rity  Council vote and afterward. Therefore, unless the members 
desire any fur ther discussion on the  resolution,  the Chair would 
enterta in a motion that  the Chair take  the necessary steps to 
discharge the committee from fu rther considerat ion on House Reso
lution 598 and move to table the resolution on the House floor. 

Does the  gentleman from Ohio desire to be heard?
Mr. Pease. Do you want  a motion?
I so move, Mr. Chairman, if you need a motion.
Chairm an Zablocki. It has been moved that  House Resolution 

598 be reported  out from the committee, that  the Chair take  the 
necessary steps to discharge the committee  from fur ther considera
tion of House Resolution 598 and move to table  the resolution on 
the House floor.

All those in favor signify by saying “aye.”
Opposed, “no.”
The “ayes” have it. The Chair will follow the  instructions  and 

the vote of the committee.
[Whereupon, a t 10:55 a.m., the committee adjourned.]



A P P E N D IX

Letter to Chairma n Zablocki From Hon . J. Brian  Atwood , As
sistant Secretary for Congressiona l Relat ions , Depar tme nt 
of State , Respondin g to Request  for Comments  on U.S. Vote 
in the U.N.  Security Council Together With Attached Docu
mentation

Assistant Secretary of State,
Washington, D.C.

Hon. Clement J. Zablocki,
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Affairs,
House o f Representatives, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Chairman: I have been asked to reply to your lette r of March 6 to the 
President, requesting the  Adminis tration’s comments on H. Res. 598, regarding the 
decision of the United States to vote for U.N. Security council Resolution 465. As 
you know, this resolution, adopted on March 1, 1980, deals with the question of 
Israeli settlements in territories occupied by Israel in 1967.

It is the Administration’s intent to cooperate with the Committee in a manner 
consistent with the constitutional  rights and responsibilities of the  Legislative and 
Executive Branches. H. Res. 598 requests certain information which falls into the 
category of advice provided to the President and discussions between the  President  
and his senior advisers during the decisionmaking process. Much of th is advice and 
information was exchanged orally at the highest levels of government. All of it 
relates to the conduct of sensitive consultat ions in the conduct of our foreign 
relations, a field ent itled to the highest category of Executive privilege.

While we cannot provide information of this type, we wish to be as responsive as 
possible to the concerns which underlie H. Res. 598. In this regard, Secretary  Vance 
has asked me to convey his willingness to meet with you and other interested 
Members to discuss our policies wi th respect to the issues covered by the Security 
Council Resolution.

I am enclosing a set of documents which set forth the policies of the United States 
on the settlements questions, and which respond to the request contained in the 
preamble of H. Res. 598 for information and facts available to the Adminis tration 
prior to the vote in the Security Council. These key documents include an early 
draft text of the U.N. Resolution; the revised text on which the final vote was cast; 
the exchange of letters on the question of Jerusalem between President Sadat, 
Prime Minister Begin, and President Carter on September 17, 1979; a State  Depart
ment legal opinion on the settlements dated April 21, 1978; and several pertinent 
United Nations Security Council documents and U.S. sta tements.

As you know, Presiden t Carter  issued a state men t on March 4, 1980, making it 
clear tha t the vote of the  United States in the Security Council “does not represent 
a change in our position regarding the Israeli settlements in the occupied areas or 
the statu s of Jerusalem .” In addition, this state men t said:

“While our opposition to the establishment of the Israeli settlem ents is longstand
ing and well known, we made strenuous efforts to elimina te the language with 
reference to the dismantling of sett lements in the resolution. This call for disman
tling was neither proper not practical. We believe tha t the future disposition of 
existing se ttlements must be determined during  the current autonomy negotiations.

As to Jerusalem, we strongly believe that  Jerusalem should be undivided with 
free access to the holy places for all faiths, and tha t its s tatus  should be determined 
in the negotia tions for a comprehensive peace settlement.

The U.S. vote in the U.N. was approved with the unders tanding  that  all refer
ences to Jerusalem would be deleted. The failure to communicate this clearly 
resulted in a vote in favor of the resolution rather  th an abstention.

(81)
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I wan t to rei ter ate  in the  most unequivocal of terms  th at  in the  autonomy nego tiations and in other fora, the  United Sta tes  will ne ith er support nor accept any  position th at  might jeopardize Israel ’s v ital  security inte rest s. Our comm itment to Israel ’s se curi ty and well-being remains  unqualif ied and  unshakable .”
This sta tem ent  reflects the  overriding importa nce  the  United Sta tes atta che s to the  success of the  Camp David process and the  autonomy negot iations now und er way. These negotiations are now at  a par ticula rly  del icate  stage. Ambassador Linowitz has sub stantially accelerated the  pace of these talks; the  par ties  are now addressin g the  cen tra l issues. I know th at  you sha re our  concern th at  a public deba te on Uni ted Sta tes  policies as to these issues could lead to a sha rp reit era tion  of the  policy differences which sep ara te the  pa rties and  could magni fy anxieti es on both  sides. This concern has  been expressed to us by rep resentativ es of t he par ties  themselves.  It is our  ferv ent desire  th at  a public inquiry  not dive rt us from our over riding objective, the  se arch  for  peace in the  Middle East.
For these reasons, the  Pre sident  has  emphasized in his March 4 sta tem ent  that  our  vote  at  the Secu rity  Council did not rep resent a change in exist ing U.S. policy— not on sett lements, not on Jeru salem, not on our  role in the  peace process, and cer tain ly not in our suppor t for the  secu rity and welfare of the  sta te of Israel . The Adm inis trat ion  cont inues to be guided by the  principle s th at  led Israel and Egypt to peace und er the  Camp David accords. It is vita l th at  we now tu rn  our  full and undivided att en tion to the  autonomy negotiations. We feel stron gly th at  this  unfortuna te  episode should not be allowed to und erm ine  these negot iations. The Camp David process offers the  best  avai lable  opp ortuni ty for Pal est inians  living in the West Bank  or Gaza to achieve autonomy within  the  context of assured Israeli secur ity. This is the  firs t step  toward a jus t, las ting  and  comprehensive peace set tlem ent . The Admin istratio n does not believe  th at  thi s process would be served by the adoption of House Resolution 598.
Please advise me if you and  other interested Members wish to discuss these issues more  fully. The Depar tment  wishes to cooperate  with the  Comm ittee as it seeks to fulfu ll its responsibil ities  to the  House of Representa tives.

Sincerely,
J. Brian Atwood,

Ass istant Secretary f or Congressional Relations .
Enclosure. Set of Documents  on Set tlem ents Questions.

Index—Key Documents

I. Ea rly Draft Text of UNSC Resolution 465
II. Exchange of Let ters  on Jerusa lem  among Pre sident  Sadat, Prim e Mini ster Begin, and Preside nt Car ter,  September  17, 1980
III. S tate  Depar tme nt legal opinion on set tlem ents, Apri l 21, 1978.
IV. United Nations Secu rity  Council documents:

1. Resolution 465, M arch 1, 1980
2. U.S. State me nt
3. Resolution 452, July  20, 1979
4. U.S. S tate ment
5. Resolution 446, M arch  22, 1979
6. U.S. S tate ment
7. SC Consensus Sta tem ent , November 11, 1976
8. U.S. State me nt
9. SC Majority Sta tem ent , May 26, 1976
10. U.S. Sta tem ent o f Disassociation
11. U.S. Sta tem ent , March 23, 1976
12. D raft  Resolution of March 24, 1976 (U.S. veto)
13. U.S. Sta tem ent
14. Draft Resolut ion of Janu ary 23, 1976 (U.S. veto)
15. U.S. Sta tem ent
16. Resolution 298, S eptem ber 25, 1971
17. U.S. Sta tem ent
18. Resolution 271, S eptem ber 15, 1969
19. U.S. State me nt by Ambassador Charles  W. Yost, of Ju ly 1, 196920. Resolut ion 267, July  19, 1969
21. Resolut ion 252, May 21, 1968
22. U.S. S tatem ent o f May 21, 1968
23. Resolution 237, J un e 14, 1967
24. Sta tem ents by Ambassador Arth ur  J. Goldberg, Ju ly 4 and 14, 1967V. Un ited Nations General  Assembly documents:
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1. Resolution 34/90, J an ua ry  21, 1980
2. Sum mary record of 46th meeting, Special Polit ical Committee
3. Resolut ion 33/113, December 18, 1978
4. U.S. S tate me nt
5. Resolu tion 32/91, December 13, 1977
6. U.S. S tate ment
7. Resolution 32/5, October  28, 1977
8. U.S. Sta tem ent
9. Resolution 31/106, December  16, 1976
10. U.S. S tate ment
11. Resolution 3525 (XXX), December  15, 1975
12. R esolution 3240 (XXIX), November 29, 1974
13. U.S. S tatem ent of Jul y 3, 1967
14. Resolution 3092 (XXIII), December 7, 1973
15. Resolutions 2253 and 2254 of July  14, 1967
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I. Early draft text of UNSC Resolution  465

EARLY DRAFT UNSC RESOLUTION CONTAINING 
STRICKEN PARAGRAPH 7

The Security Council,
Taking note of the reports of the Commission of 

the Security Council established by Resolution 446 
(1979) to examine the situation relating to settlements 
in the Arab territories occupied since 1967, including 
Jerusalem, contained in documents S/13450 and Corr. 1 
and S/13679;

Taking note also of letters from the Permanent 
Representative of Jordan (S/13801) and the Permanent 
Representative of Morocco, Chairman of the Islamic Group 
(S/13802);

Strongly deploring the refusal by Israel to cooperate 
with the Commission and regretting its formal rejection 
of Resolutions 446 (1979) and 452 (1979);

Affirming once more that the Fourth Geneva Conven
tion relative to the protection of civilian persons in 
time of war of 12 August 1949 is applicable to the Arab 
territories occupied by Israel since 1967, including 
Jerusalem;

Deploring the decision of the Government of Israel 
to officially support Israeli settlement in the Palestinian 
and other Arab territories occupied since 1967;

Deeply concerned over the practices of the Israeli 
authorities in implementing this settlement policy in the 
occupied Arab territories, including Jerusalem, and its 
consequences on the local Arab and Palestinian population;

Taking into account the need to consider measures for 
the impartial protection of private and public land and 
property, and water resources;

Bearing in mind the specific status of Jerusalem and, 
in particular, the need for protection and preservation 
of the unique spiritual and religious dimension of the 
holy places in the city;

Drawing attention to the grave consequences which the 
settlement policy is bound to have on any attempt to reach 
a comprehensive, just and lasting peace in the Middle East;
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Recalling Security Council Resolutions, specifically 
Resolutions 237 (1967) of 14 June 1967, 252 (1968) of 
21 May 1968, 267 (1969) of 3 July 1969, 271 (1969) of 
15 September 1969 and 298 (1971) of 25 September 1971, as 
well as the consensus statement made by the President of 
the Security Council on 11 November 1976.

Having invited Mr. Fahd Qawasmeh, Mayor of Al-Khal II 
(Hebron), in the occupied territory, to supply it with 
information pursuant to Rule 39 of the provisional rules 
of procedure,

1. Commends the work done by the Commission in 
preparing the report contained in Document S/13679;

2. Accepts the conclusions and recommendations 
contained in the above-mentioned report of the Commission;

3. Calls upon all parties, particularly the Govern
ment of Israel, to cooperate with the Commission;

4. Strongly deplores the decision of Israel to 
prohibit the free travel of Mayor Fahd Qawasmeh in order 
to appear before the Security Council, and requests Israel 
to permit his free travel to the United Nations Headquarters 
for that purpose;

5. Determines that all measures taken by Israel to 
change the physical character, demographic composition, 
institutional structure or status of the Palestinian and 
other Arab territories occupied since 1967, including 
Jerusalem, or any part thereof, have no legal validity and 
that Israel's policy and practices of settling parts of its 
population and new immigrants in those territories consti
tutes a flagrant violation of the Fourth Geneva Convention 
relative to the protection of civilian persons in time of 
war and also constitutes a serious obstruction to achieving 
a comprehensive, just and lasting peace in the Middle East;

6. Strongly deplores the continuation and persistence
of Israel to pursue these policies and practices and calls upon 
the Government and people of Israel to rescind these measures, 
to dismantle the existing settlements and in particular to 
cease, on an urgent basis, the establishment, construction 
and planning of settlements in the Arab territories occupied 
since 1967, including Jerusalem;

* 7. Calls upon Israel to abide by the pertinent Security 
Council Resolutions concerning Jerusalem, in particular 
Resolution 252 (1968) and to respect and guarantee reli
gious freedoms and practices in Jerusalem and other holy 
places in the occupied Arab territories as well as the 
integrity of places of religious worship;
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8. Calls upon all states not to provide Israel with any assistance to be used in connection with settlements in the occupied territories;
9. Requests the Commission to continue to examine the situation relating to settlements in the Arab territories occupied since 1967, including Jerusalem, to investigate the reported serious depletion of natural resources, particularly the water resources, with a view to ensuring the protection of those important natural resources of the territories under occupation; and to keep under close scrutiny the implementation of the present Resolution;

10. Requests the Commission to report to the Security Council before 1 September 1980, and decides to convene at the earliest possible date thereafter in order to consider the report and to ensure the full implementation of this Resolution in the event of non-compliance.

(

(-



87

II.  Exchange of le tte rs  on Jeru salem among Pre sident  Sadat, Prime Minister  
Begin, and Pre sident  Car ter,  Septemb er 17, 1980

(JERUSALEM]

September  17, 1978

Dear Mr. Presid en t,
I am writing  you to reaffirm the position of 

the Arab Republic of Egyp t with respect to 
Je ru^lem :

1. Arab  Je rusa lem is an integral par t of the 
West Bank Legal and historical Arab rights 
in the City must be respected  and resto red.

2. Arab Jerusalem should be under Arab 
sovereignty .

3 The Pales tin ian  inha bi tant s of Arab 
Je rusa lem  are  en tit led to exerc ise  thei r 
legitimate national righ ts, being par t of the 
Palest inian People in the West Bank.

4. Relevant Secur ity Council Resolutions, 
part icula rly Resolutions 242 and 267, must be 
applied with rega rd to Jerusalem. All the 
measures taken  by Israel to a lte r the status of 
the City are  null and void and should be re 
scinded.

5. All peoples must have free  access to the 
City and enjoy the free exercise  of worship 
and the right to visit and trans it to the holy 
places without distinc tion or discrimination.

6. The holy places of each faith may be 
placed u nder  the  a dministrat ion and control of 
the ir rep rese ntat ives .

7. Essen tia! functions in the City should be 
undivided and a join t municipal council com
posed of an equal number of Arab and Israeli 
members  can supervise the carrying out of 
these functions. In this way, the  City shall be 
undivided.

Sincerely,
(signed)

Mohamed Anwar El Sadat

His Excellency J immy Carter  
President of  the United S tates

17 September 1978

Dear Mr. President .
I have the honor to inform you, Mr. Pre si

dent, tha t on 28 June  1967—Isra el’s Par lia
ment (The Knesset)  promulgated and adopted 
a law to the effect, “the Government is em
powered by a decree  to apply the law, the 
jurisdiction and administration of the Sta te to 
any par t of Ere tz Israel (land of Israe l— 
Pales tine) , as s tated in tha t decre e.”

On the basis of this law, the Government of 
Israe l decreed in Ju ly 1967 that  Jerusalem is 
one city indivisible, the Capital of the Sta te of 
Israel.

Sincerely,
(signed)

Menachem Begin

The P resid ent 
Camp David

Thu rmont . M aryland

Septe mbe r 22,1978

Dear Mr Presid ent:
I have received your let ter of September 

17, 1978, sett ing forth the Egyptian position 
on Jerusa lem.  I am t ransmittin g a copy of that 
let ter to Prime  Minister Begin for his infor
mation.

The  posit ion  of the Un ited St at es  on 
Jerusalem rema ins as sta ted  by Ambassador 
Goldberg in the United  Nations General As
sembly on July 14, 1967,(*] and subsequently by 
Ambassador Yost in the  United Nations  Secu
rity Council on July 1, 1969.[*]

Sincerely,  
(signed) 

Jimmy Ca rter

His Excellency
Anwar al-Sadat

President o f the Arab 
Republic of  Egypt 

Cairo

•F o r te xt , iee Dep artment of State  Bu lle tin  of July 
81, 1967, p. 148

•F or te xt,  tee Department  of  Sta te Bu lle tin  of July 28, 
1969. p 76. Foo tno te* added by the Departm ent o f Sta te.
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III. State Department legal opinion on settlements, April 21, 1978

T h e  l e g a l  A d v iSEP 
DCpao t m l m  o r  S T * U  

»A S m *i C -T O »<

Dear Chairmen Fraser and Hamilton:
Secretary Vance has askid me to reply to your request for a statement of legal considerations underlying the United States view that the establishment of the Israeli civilian settlements in the territories 

occupied by Israel is inconsistent with international law. Accordingly, I am providing the following in response to that request:
The Territories Involved

The Sinai Peninsula, Gaza, the West Bank and the Golan Heights were ruled by the Ottoman Empire before World War I. Following World War I, Sinai was part of Egypt; the Gaza Strip and the West Bank (as well as the area east of the Jordan) were part of the British Mandate for Palestine; and the Golan Heights were part of the French Mandate for Syria. Syria and Jordan 
later became independent. The West Bank and Gaza continued under British Mandate until May, 1948.

The Honorable
Donald M. Fraser, Chairman

Subcommittee on International 
Organizations,

Committee on International Relations 
House of Representatives.

The Honorable
Lee H. Hamilton, Chairman

Subcommittee on Europe and the 
Middle East,Committee on International Relations, 

House of Representatives.
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In 1947, the United Nations recommended a p la n  o f  partition, never effectuated, that allocated aoree territory to a Jewish state and other territory (including the West Bank and Gaza) to an Arab state. On May 1 4 , 1948, immediately prior to British termination of the Mandate, a provisional government of Israel proclaimed the establishment of a Jewish state in the areas allocated to it under the partition plan. The Arab League rejected partition and commenced hostilities. When the 
hostilities ceased, Egypt occupied Gaza, and Jordan occu pied the West Bank. These territorial lines of demarcation were incorporated, with minor changes, in the armio tice agreements concluded in 1949. The armistice agreements expressly denied political significance to the new lines, but they were de facto boundaries until June, 1967.

During the June, 1967 war, Israeli forces occupied Gaza, the Sinai Peninsula, the West Bank and the Golan Heights. Egypt regained some territory in Sinai during the October, 1973 war and in subsequent disengagement agreements, but Israeli control of the other occupied territories was not affected, except for minor changes on the Golan Heights through a disengagement agreement with Syria.
The Settlements

Some seventy-five Israeli settlements have been established in the above territories (excluding military camps on the West Bank into which small groups of civilians have recently moved). Israel established its first settlements in the occupied territories in 1967 as para-military "nahals". A number of "nahals" have become civilian settlements as they have become economically viable.
Israel began establishing civilian settlements in 1968. Civilian settlements are supported by the government, and also by non-governmental settlement movements affiliated in most cases with political parties. Most are reportedly built on public lands outside the boundaries of any municipality, but some are built on private or municipal lands expropriated for the purpose



Legal Considerations
1. As noted above, Israeli armed forces entered Gaza, the West Bank, Sinai and the Golan Heights in June, 1967, in the course of an armed conflict. Those areas had not previously been part of Israel's aovereigr. territory nor otherwise under its administration. By reason of such entry of its armed forces, Israel established control and began to exercise authority over these territories; and under international law, Israel thus became a belligerent occupant of these territories.
Territory coming under the control of a belligerent occupant dees not thereby become its sovereign territory. International law confers upon the occupying state author ity to undertake interim military administration over the territory and its inhabitants; that authority is not unlimited. The governing rules are designed to permit pursuit of its military needs by the occupying power, to protect the security of the occupying forces, to provide for orderly government, to protect the rights and interests of the inhabitants and to reserve questions of territorial change and sovereignty to a later stage when the war is ended. See L. Oppenheim, 2 International Law 432- 436 (7th ed., H. Lauterpacht ed., 1952); E. Feilchenfeld, The International Economic Law of Belligerent Occupation 4-5, 11-12, 15-17, 87 (1942); M. McDougal a F. Feliciano, Law and Minimum World Public Order 734-46, 751-7 (1961); Regulations annexed to the 1907 Hague Convention on the Laws and Customs of War on Land, Articles 42-56, 1 Bevans 643; Department of the Army, The Law of Land Warfare, Chapter 6 (1956) (FM-27-10).
In positive terms, and broadly stated, the Occu
pant's powers are (1) to continue orderly government, (2) to exercise control over and utilize the resources of the country so far as necessary 
for that purpose and to meet his own military needs. He may thus, under the latter head, apply its resources to his own military objects, claim services from the inhabitants, use, requi
sition, seize or destroy their property, within 
the limits of what is required for the army of 
occupation and the needs of the local population.
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But beyond the limits of quality, quantum and duration thus implied, the Occupant's acts will not have legal effect, although they may in fact be unchallengeable until the territory is liberated. He is not entitled to treat the country as his own territory or its inhabitants as his own subjects.and over a wide range of public property, he can confer rights only as against himself, and within his own limited period of de facto rule. J. Stone, Legal Controls of Interna
t i o n a l  C o n f l i c t ,  697 (1 9 5 9 ) .

On the basis of the available information, the civilian settlements in the territories occupied by Israel do not appear to be consistent with these limits on Israel's authority as belligerent occupant in that they do not seem intended to be of limited duration or established to provide orderly government of the territories and, though some may serve incidental security purposes, they do not appear to be required to meet military needs during the occupation.
2. Article 49 of the Fourth Geneva Convention relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War, August 12, 1949, 6 UST 3516, provides, in paragraph 6:
The Occupying Power shall not deport or transfer parts of its own civilian population into the territory it occupies.
Paragraph 6 appears to apply by its terms to any transfer by an occupying power of parts of its civilian population, whatever the objective and whether involuntary or voluntary.* It seems clearly to reach such involvements of the occupying power as determining the location of settlements, making land available and financing of settlements, as well as other kinds of assistance and participation in their creation. And the paragraph

•Paragraph 1 of Article 49, prohibits *forcible" transfers of protected persons out of occupied territory; paragraph 6 is not so limited.
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appears applicable whether or not harm is done by a 
particular transfer. The language and history of the provision lead to the conclusion that transfers of a belligerent occupant's civilian population into occupied territory are broadly proscribed as beyond the scope of interim military administration.

The view has been advanced that a transfer is pro
hibited under paragraph 6 only to the extent that it involves the displacement of the local population. Although one respected authority, Lauterpacht, evidently took this view, it is otherwise unsupported in the literature, in the rules of international law or in the language and negotiating history of the Convention, and it clearly seems not correct. Displacement of protected persons is dealt with separately in the Convention and paragraph 6 would be redundant if limited to cases of displacement. Another view of paragraph 6 is that it is directed against mass population transfers such as occurred in World War II for political, racial or colonization ends; but there is no apparent support or reason for limiting its application to such cases.

The Israeli civilian settlements thus appear to 
constitute a "transfer of parts of its own civilian pop
ulation into the territory it occupies" within the scope of paragraph 6.

3. Under Article 6 of the Fourth Geneva Convention, paragraph 6 of Article 49 would cease to be applicableto Israel in the territories occupied by it if and when it discontinues the exercise of governmental functions 
in those territories. The laws of belligerent occupation generally would continue to apply with respect to particular occupied territory until Israel leaves it or the war ends between Israel and its neighbors concerned with the particular territory. The war can end in many ways, including by express agreement or by de facto ac
ceptance of the status quo by the belligerents.

4. It has been suggested that the principles o f  
belligerent occupation, including Article 49, paragraph 
6, of the Fourth Geneva Convention, may not apply in th e

4
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West Bank and Gaza because Jordan and Egypt were not the respective legitimate sovereigns of these territories. However, those principles appear applicable whether or not Jordan and Egypt possessed legitimate sovereign rights in respect of those territories. Protecting the reversionary Interest of an ousted sovereign is not their sole or essential purpose; the paramount purposes are protecting the civilian population of an occupied territory and reserving permanent territorial changes, if any, until settlement of the conflict. The Fourth Geneva Convention, to which Israel, Egypt and Jordan are parties, binds signatories with respect to their territories and the territory of other contracting parties, and "in. all circumstances" (Article 1) , in "all cases" of armed conflict among them (Article 2) and with respect to all persons who "in any manner whatsoever" find themselves under the control of a party of which they are not nationals (Article 4).
Conclusion

While Israel may undertake, in the occupied territories, actions necessary to meet its military needs and to provide for orderly government during the occupation, for the reasons indicated above the establishment of the civilian settlements in those territories is inconsistent with international law.
Very truly yours

Herbert J. Hansell

6 1 -2 5 3  0 - 8 0 - 7
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IV. United Nations Security Council documents

1. Reso lut ion  465, March 1, 1980

RESOLUTION U65 (19 80)

Ado pted by th e  S e cu ri ty  Co un ci l a t i t s  22C3rd m ee tin g
on 1 tla rch 19S0

*
The Security Council,

Ta king  not e o f th e  re p o r ts  o f th e  Comm ission o f th e  S e c u ri ty  Cou nc il 
e s ta b li s h e d  un de r re s o lu ti o n  bL6 (1979) to  examin e th e  s i tu a t io n  r e la t in g  to  
se tt le m e n ts  in  th e  Arab  t e r r i t o r i e s  oc cu pi ed  si nce  19 67 , in c lu d in g  Je ru sa le m , 
con ta in ed  in  documents S/13l*5O and C o rr .l  and  S/ 13 67 9,

Ta king  not e a ls o  o f l e t t e r s  fro m th e  Permanent R ep re se n ta ti v e  o f Jo rd an  
(S /138 01 ) and  th e  Permanent R ep re sen ta ti v e  o f ’’orocco , Cha irman o f th e  Is la m ic  
Cro up (S /1 380 2) ,

S tr ong ly  dep lo ri ng  th e  re fu s a l by I s r a e l  to  c o -o p era te  w ith  th e  Commission and 
r e g re tt in g  i t s  fo rm al  re je c t io n  o f re s o lu ti o n s  UL6 (197 9)  and  ^52 (1 979 ),

A ff irm in g onc e more  th a t  th e  Fourt h  Geneva Con ve nt ion r e la t iv e  to  th e  
P ro te c ti o n  o f C iv il ia n  Pe rs on s in  Time o f War o f 12 Au gust 19^9 i s  a p p li c ab le  to  
th e  Ara b t e r r i t o r i e s  oc cu pi ed  by I s r a e l  s in ce  19 67 , in c lu d in g  Jer usa le m ,

Dep lo ring  th e  d ec is io n  o f th e  Government o f I s r a e l  to  o f f i c i a l l y  su pport  
I s r a e l i  s e tt le m e n t in  th e  P a le s t in ia n  and  o th e r Arab t e r r i t o r i e s  oc cu pie d si nce  
1967 ,

De eply co nc er ne d ov er  th e  p ra c ti c e s  o f th e  I s r a e l i  a u th o r i t ie s  in  im plem en tin g 
th a t £et tlem e; .„  p o li c y  in  th e  occ upie d n ra c  t e r r i t o r i e s ,  in c lu d in g  Je ru sa le m , an a 
i t s  co ns eq ue nc es  fo r th e  lo c a l Arab and P a le s t in ia n  p o p u la ti o n ,

Ta king  in to  ac co un t th e  need  to  consi de r mea sures fo r  th e  im p a r ti a l p ro te c ti o n  
o f p r iv a te  and  p u b li c  la nd  an d p ro p e rt y , and w at er  re s o u rc e s ,

Bea ring  in  mind th e  s p e c if ic  s ta tu s  o f Je ru sa le m  an d,  in  p a r t i c u la r ,  th e  
ne ed  fo r  p ro te c ti o n  and p re s e rv a ti o n  o f th e  un ique  s p i r i t u a l  and  re li g io u s  
dimen sio n o f th e  Holy P la ces in  th e  c i t y ,

Drawing a t te n ti o n  to  th e  gra ve co ns eq ue nc es  wh ich  th e  s e tt le m e n t p o li c y  i s  
bound to  ha ve  on any a tt em pt to  re ach  a co m pr eh en sive , J u s t and la s t in g  pe ac e in  

he Midd le E a s t,
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R eca ll in g  p e r ti n e n t S e c u ri ty  Co un ci l r e s o lu ti o n s , s p e c i f i c a l ly  re s o lu ti o n s  
237 (19 67) o f li t Ju ne  19 67 , 252 (19 68) o f 21 Hay 19 68 , 267 (1969) o f 3 Ju ly  19 69 ,
271 (19 69) o f  15 Se ptem be r 1969 and 298 ( l ? -7! )  o f  25 Se pte mb er 19 71 , as  w ell  as  
th e  co ns en su s st a te m ent made by th e  P res id e n t o f th e  S e c u ri ty  Cou nc il on 
11 November 1976 ,

Having in v it e d  Mr. Fahd Qawasmeh, Mayor o f  A l- K h a li l (H eb ro n) , in  th e  oc cu pie d 
t e r r i t o r y ,  to  su pply  i t  w ith  in fo rm ati on  pu rs uan t to  ru le  39 o f th e  p ro v is io n a l 
ru le s  o f p ro cedu re ,

1.  Commends th e  work done  by th e  Com miss ion in  p re p a ri n g  th e  re p o r t con ta in ed  
in  document S/ 13 67 9;

2.  Acc en ts  th e  concl usi ons and  rec om me nd ati on s con ta in ed  in  th e  ab ov e-  
men tio ne d re p o r t o f th e  Com mission ;

3.  C all s  uoon a l l  p a r t i e s ,  p a r t ic u la r ly  th e  Gov ernm ent o f I s r a e l ,  to  
c o -o p era te  w ith  th e  Com mission ;

*4. S tr ong ly  dep lo re s th e  d ec is io n  o f I s r a e l  to  p ro h ib i t th e  f re e  t r a v e l  o f 
Mayor Fahd Qawasmeh in  o rd er to  ap pe ar  be fo re  th e  S e c u ri ty  C ounci l,  and  re q u e s ts  
I s r a e l  to  perm it  h is  f re e  t r a v e l  to  th e  U ni te d N at io ns  H ea dqu ar te rs  fo r  t h a t  pu rp os e:

5. Det er m in es  th a t  a l l  mea su res ta ken  by  I s r a e l  to  chang e th e  p h y s ic a l 
c h a ra c te r , de mo gra ph ic co m posi ti on , i n s t i t u t i o n a l  s tr u c tu re  or  s ta tu s  o f th e  
P a le s t in ia n  an d o th e r Ara b t e r r i t o r i e s  occ up ie d s in ce  19 67 , in c lu d in g  Je ru sa le m , o r 
any  p a r t th e re o f , ha ve  no le g a l v a l id i ty  and t h a t  I s r a e l 's  p o li c y  and  p r a c ti c e s  o f 
s e t t l i n g  p a r ts  o f i t s  pop u la ti o n  and  new im m ig rant s in  th o se  t e r r i t o r i e s  c o n s t i tu te  
a f la g ra n t v io la ti o n  o f th e  Four th  Geneva Con ve nt ion r e l a t i v e  to  th e  P ro te c ti o n  o f 
C iv il ia n  Per so ns  in  Time o f War and  a ls o  c o n s ti tu te  a se r io u s  o b s tr u c ti o n  to  
ach ie v in g  a co m pr eh en sive , j u s t  and  la s t in g  pea ce  in  th e  Midd le E a s t;

6.  S tr ong ly  d ep lo re s  th e  c o n ti n u a ti o n  and  p e rs is te n c e  o f I s r a e l  in  pu rs u in g  
th ose  p o li c ie s  and  p ra c ti c e s  and  c a l l s  upon th e  Gov ernm ent and peo ple  o f I s r a e l  to  
re s c in d  th o se  m ea su re s,  to  d is m antl e  th e  e x is t in g  s e tt le m e n ts  and in  p a r t i c u la r  to  
cease , or. ar. u rg en t b a s is ,  th e  e s ta b li sh m e n t,  c o n s tr u c ti o n  and  p la nn in g  o f 
se tt le m e n ts  in  th e  Arab t e r r i t o r i e s  occ up ie d s in c e  19 67 , in c lu d in g  Je ru sa le m ;

7.  C all s  upon a l l  S ta te s  no t to  pro v id e I s r a e l  w ith any a s s is ta n c e  to  be 
us ed  s p e c i f i c a l ly  in  co nn ex ion w ith  s e tt le m e n ts  in  th e  oc cu pi ed  t e r r i t o r i e s ;

8.  R eq ues ts  th e  Com miss ion to  con ti nue  to  exa mine th e  s i tu a t io n  r e la t in g  to  
s e tt le m e n ts  in  th e  Arab t e r r i t o r i e s  occ upie d  s in c e  19 67 , in c lu d in g  Jeru sa le m , to  
in v e s t ig a te  th e  re p o rt e d  s e r io u s  d e p le ti o n  o f n a tu ra l re s o u rc e s , p a r t i c u la r ly  th e  
w at er  re s o u rc e s , w it h  a vie w to  e nsu ri ng  th e  p ro te c ti o n  o f  th o se  im port an t n a tu ra l 
re so u rc es  o f th e  t e r r i t o r i e s  un de r o ccu p a ti o n , and  to  ke ep  un de r c lo se  s c ru ti n y  th e  
im pl em en ta tion  o f th e  p re sen t re s o lu ti o n ;

9. Req ue st s th e  Com miss ion to  re p o r t to  th e  S e c u ri ty  Cou nc il be fo re
1 Septe mb er 19 80 , and deci des  to  convene  a t  th e  e a r l i e s t  p o s s ib le  d a te  th e r e a f t e r  in  
o rd e r to  c o n si d e r th e  re p o rt  and th e  f u l l  im pl em en ta tion  o f  th e  p re sen t r e s o lu ti o n .
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2. U.S. Statement

The PRESIDENT: The r e s u l t  o f th e  v o ti n g  i s  as  fo ll o w s: 15 vo te s  

wer e c a s t in  fa v o u r,  none a g a in s t ,  no a b s te n ti o n s . The d r a f t  r e s o lu ti o n  has 

be en  ad opte d as  re s o lu ti o n  U65 (1980).
A num ber  o f r e p re s e n ta ti v e s  have ex p re ss ed  th e  w ish to  be a llow ed  to  sp eak 

a f t e r  th e  vo te  an d I  now c a l l  on them .

Mr. McHENRY (U nit ed  S ta te s  o f Am er ic a) : Mr. P re s id e n t,  I  sh ou ld  l ik e  

to  ta k e  t h i s  f i r s t  o p p o rt u n it y  to  c o n g ra tu la te  yo u upo n yo ur  as su m pt io n o f yo ur  

d u ti e s  and exp re ss  our confi dence  th a t  you w i l l  per fo rm  in  yo ur p re s e n t o f f ic e  

in  th e  same h ig h  ma nner in  wh ich  you d id  so on an e a r l i e r  o c c a s io n . I  sh ou ld  
a ls o  l ik e  to  exp re ss  ou r th anks to  our co ll eag u e  fro m th e  German Dem oc ra tic  

Rep ub lic fo r  th e  very  co mpe tent  way in  wh ich he per fo rm ed  h is  ta s k  in  th e  

p re ced in g  mo nth .

As a lw ay s,  th e  Midd le E ast  i s  su b je c t to  many tr e n d s  and in f lu e n c e s ,

'some o f  wh ich a re  c o n tr a d ic to ry  in  n a tu re . In  th e  vi ew  o f th e  U nit ed  S ta te s ,  

one o f  th e  p o s it iv e  tr e n d s  in  th e  a re a  i s  r e f l e c te d  in  th e  c u rre n t s e r ie s  o f 

n e g o ti a ti o n s  fo r  a co m pr eh en sive  s e tt le m e n t wh ich r e s u l te d  fro m th e  h i s to r ic  

b re ak th ro ugh  a t Camp Da vid  a y e a r and  a h a l f  ag o.  A pea ce  t r e a ty  ha s be en  si gned  
an d la rg e  a re as  o f occ upie d  Ara b t e r r i t o r y  have be en  evacua te d  by  I s r a e l .  The 

p a r t i e s  ha ve  ta k en  co n cre te  s te p s  in  th e  ca use  o f  p e a c e , ev en  in  th e  fa c e  o f 

is s u e s  wh ich to u ch  upon t h e i r  mo st v i t a l  n a ti o n a l i n t e r e s t s  and on which  th e re  

a r e ,  p a r t i c u la r ly  in  I s r a e l ,  sh ar p but honest  d if f e r e n c e s  o f  vi ew .

As s ig n i f ic a n t  as  th e se  de ve lo pm en ts  a r e ,  we re co g n iz e  th a t  th e re  can  be no 

co mpr eh en sive  pea ce  in  th e  Midd le E as t u n t i l  th e  P a le s t in ia n  pr ob le m  in  a l l  i t s  

a sp e c ts  i s  re so lv ed . The on go in g n e g o ti a ti o n s  on th e  Wes t Bank an d Gaza a re , 

a d m it te d ly , d i f f i c u l t  an d,  ev en  i f  th e y  a re  s u c c e s s fu l,  th e y  w i l l  c o n s ti tu te  on ly  

a f i r s t  s te p . But  p ro g re ss  i s  be in g  made an d fo r  th e  f i r s t  tim e in  30 y e a rs  th e  

core  is su e s  a re  bein g  addre ss ed  s e r io u s ly  an d, I  b e l i e v e ,  w it h  d e te rm in a ti o n .
Ev ery one re co g n iz es  t h a t  th e  prob lem o f I s r a e l i  s e tt le m e n ts  i s  one  o f th e  

is s u e s  t h a t  mu st be  d e a l t  w it h . The p o s it io n  o f  th e  U n it ed  S ta te s  on th e  q u e sti o n  

o f  s e tt le m e n ts  i s  c le a r  an d c o n s is te n t .  In  p a r t i c u l a r ,  th e  U nit ed  S ta te s  ha s had 

occasio n  to  s t a t e  i t s  view s bo th  p u b li c ly  and  p r iv a te ly  co nce rn in g  th e  s i tu a t io n  

in  He bro n.



(Mr. McHenry,  U nit ed  S t a t e s )

We re g a rd  th e  s e tt le m e n ts  in  th e  occu p ie d  t e r r i t o r i e s  as  i l l e g a l  un de r 
in te r n a t io n a l  la w , and  we c o n sid e r the m to  be an o b s ta c le  to  a s u c c e s s fu l out come  
o f th e  c u rre n t n e g o ti a ti o n s  wh ich  a re  aim ed a t  a co m pre hen si ve,  j u s t  an d l a s t i n g  
pe ac e in  th e  Midd le E ast.

We hav e su pport ed  th e  re s o lu ti o n  b e fo re  u s . We have don e so  d e s p it e  
re s e rv a ti o n s  w ith  re g a rd  to  c e r ta in  o f i t s  p ro v is io n s , wh ich we c o n sid e r 
to  be  rec om me nd ato ry  in  c h a ra c te r . We b e li e v e  t h a t  th e  r e p o r t o f th e  S e tt le m e n ts  
Com miss ion i s  a g e n e ra ll y  fa ir -m in d ed  and o b je c ti v e  on e.  We do , ho wev er , q u e sti o n  
th e  reco mmen da tio n in  para g ra ph  51* o f th e  re p o r t (S /1 36 79 ) as to  th e  b e s t means 
to  d e a l w it h  th e  s e tt le m e n ts  prob le m  in  th e  occu p ie d  t e r r i t o r i e s .  I  sh ould  a ls o  
ad d th a t  we do n o t re ad  th e  re fe re n c e  in  o p e ra ti v e  para g ra ph  5 o f  th e  r e s o lu ti o n  
to  ch an ge s in  th e  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  s t r u c tu r e  o f th e  occ upie d  t e r r i t o r i e s  as  in  
any  way p re ju d ic in g  th e  out come  o f th e  auton om y n e g o ti a ti o n s .

The b a s ic  fra me wo rk fo r  a l l  our e f f o r t s ,  in c lu d in g  th e  Camp Da vid  a c c o rd s , 
i s  r e s o lu ti o n  2U2 (1 967),  wh ich c a l l s  fo r  n e g o ti a ti o n s  to  re s o lv e  th e  many and 
d i f f i c u l t  a sp e c ts  o f th e  A ra b - Is ra e li  c o n f l i c t .  Suc h n e g o ti a ti o n s  a re  c u r r e n tl y  
und er  way.  One o f  th e  is su e s  wh ich th e  n e g o ti a to rs  w i l l  ha ve  to  ad d re ss  i s  th e  
m a tt e r o f e x is t in g  s e tt le m e n ts . Th ere a re  a number o f  fa c to r s  o f a p r a c t i c a l  
c h a ra c te r  th a t  make im p ra c ti c a l th e  c a l l ,  in  o p e ra ti v e  para gra ph  6 o f th e  
r e s o lu t io n ,  fo r  th e  d is m a n tl in g  o f e x is t in g  s e tt le m e n ts . Some p ro je c ts  a re  n o t so 
e a s i ly  d is m an tl ed ; m or eo ve r,  w hat ev er  th e  fu tu re  s ta tu s  o f th e  occ upie d  t e r r i t o r i e s ,  
th e re  w i l l  be  a ne ed  fo r  housi ng  and th e re  w i l l  be  a ne ed  fo r  r e la te d  i n f r a s t r u c tu r e  
fo r  th e  in h a b i ta n ts .

My d e le g a ti o n  i s  p le a se d  t h a t  th e  C ou nci l has  spok en  un an im ou sly on t h i s  
im port an t is s u e . At th e  same ti m e , we b e li e v e  t h a t  we mu st a l l  re co g n iz e  th a t  
th e  s o lu ti o n  o f th e  prob le m  l i e s  u l t im a te ly  in  th e  n e g o ti a ti n g  p ro c e ss . For  ou r 
p a r t we a re  co mmitt ed  to  th e  n e g o ti a ti o n s  in  which  we a re  c u r re n tl y  en ga ge d as  
a f u l l  p a r tn e r ,  an d we are  det erm in ed  t h a t  th e y  s h a l l  b r in g  a co m pr eh en sive  pe ac e 
c lo s e r  to  r e a l i t y .  In  th e  f i n a l  a n a ly s is ,  a l l  o f  us  h e re  w i l l  be  Ju dg ed  by  th e  
c o n tr ib u ti o n  we make to  th a t  o b je c ti v e .

The PRESIDENT: I  th ank  th e  r e p re s e n ta ti v e  o f th e  U nit ed  S ta te s  fo r
th e  k in d  wo rds he  add re ss ed  to  me.
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3. Resolution 452, J uly 20, 1979

RES01UTI0K h52 (1979)

A d crt ea  bv  t h e  . c - r i t ; -  C o u n cil  a t  i t s  215? th  m e e ti n g ,
or. 20 Ju ly  1979

The S ecu ri ty  C ounc il ,

Ta king  note  o f th e  re p o r t and reco mmenda tio ns  o f th e  S e c u ri ty  Cou nc il 
Commission e s ta b li s h e d  un de r re s o lu ti o n  (197 5)  to  exam ine  th e  s i tu a t io n  
r e la t in g  to  se tt le m e n ts  in  th e  Arab t e r r i t o r i e s  oc cu pied  s in c e  196 7, in c lu d in g  
Je ru sa le m , con ta in ed  in  document  S / i l* .? ',

S tr c n c ly  derl o ri n .c  th e  la c k  o f co -o p e ra ti o n  o f I s r a e l  w it h  th e  Com mission ,

C ons id er in g th a t  th e  p o li c y  o f I s r a e l  in  e s ta b li s h in g  se tt le m e n ts  in  th e  
oc cu pied  Arab t e r r i t o r i e s  has no le g a l v a l id i ty  and  c o n s t it u te s  a v io la t io n  of  th e  
Fourth Geneva Co nv en tio n r e l a t i v e  to  th e  P ro te c ti o n  o f C iv il ia n  Per so ns  in  Time 
of War of 12 Aug ust  191*9 ,

Dee rly co nc erne d by th e  p r a c t ic e s  o f th e  I s r a e l i  a u th o r i t ie s  in  im plem en tin g 
th a t  se tt le m e n ts  p o li c y  in  th e  oc cu pied  Ara b t e r r i t o r i e s ,  in c lu d in g  Je ru sa le m , 
and  i t s  co ns eq ue nc es  fo r  th e  lo c a l  Arab  and  P a le s ti n ia n  p o p u la ti o n ,

Em phasi zin g th e  nee d fo r  con fr o n ti n g  th e  is s u e  o f th e  e x is ti n g  se tt le m en ts  
and th e  need to  consi der m ea su re s to  sa fe guard  th e  im p a r ti a l p ro te c ti o n  of  
p ro p ert y  se iz e d ,

Bea rin g in  mind th e  s p e c if ic  s ta tu s  o f Je ru sa le m , and  re confi rm in g  p e r ti n e n t 
S ecu ri ty  Cou nc il r e s o lu ti o n s  co nc er ni ng  Je ru sa le m  and in  p a r t ic u la r  th e  ne ed  to  
p ro te c t and p re se rv e  th e  un iq ue  s p i r i t u a l  and r e l ig io u s  di m en sion  o f th e  Holy 
P la ces in  th a t  c i t y ,

Draw ing a t te n t io n  to  th e  g ra ve co ns eq ue nc es  wh ich  th e  se tt le m e n ts  p o li c y  i s  
bound to  hav e on any  at te m pt to  re ac h  a p eace fu l s o lu ti o n  in  th e  M iddle E a s t,

1.  Commends th e  work don e by th e  Commission in  p re p a ri n g  th e  r e p o rt  on th e  
es ta b li shm en t of I s r a e l i  se tt le m e n ts  in  th e  Ara b t e r r i t o r i e s  oc cu pi ed  s in c e  19 67 , 
in c lu d in g  Je ru sa le m ;

2. Ac ce pts th e  reco mmenda tio ns  con ta in ed  in  th e  ab ov e- m en tio ne d re p o r t o f 
th e  Com miss ion;

3. C a ll s upon th e  Gove rnment and pe op le  o f I s r a e l  to  ce as e 
b a s is , th e  e s ta b li sh m e n t,  co n s tr u c ti o n  and p la r r. in -  se tt le m e n t-  
t e r r i t o r i e s  occ up ie d si n ce  19 67 , in c lu d in g  Je ru sa le m ;

on an urgent  
in  th e Arab

**. R eq u ests  th e  Com mission,  in  vie w of  th e  mag ni tude  o f 
se tt le m e n ts , to  ke ep  un de r c lo se  su rv ey  th e  im pl em en ta tion  o f 1 
re so lu ti o n  and to  r e p o rt  back  to  th e  S ecu ri ty  Co un ci l b e fo re  1

th e  pro ble m of  
■he p re se n t 
November 197 9.



4. U.S.  Sta tem ent

U n it ed  S t a t e s  M is s io n  to  t h e U n it ed  N a t io n s

PRESS RELEASE
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE

'9 9 L'nitb d N atio w i Pv i Za 
Yna tc %• Y  : 0 0 ' '

P r e s s  R e le a s e  USU N-6 4( 79 ) 
J u l y  20, 19 79

S ta te m e n t  b y  A m b ass ad or R ic h a r d  W. P e t r e e ,  U n it e d  S t a t e s  
A l t e r n a t i v e  R e p r e s e n t a t iv e  f o r  S p e c i a l  P o l i t i c a l  A f f a i r s ,  
on  o c c u p ie d  t e r r i t o r i e s ,  in  th e  S e c u r i t y  C o u n c i l ,
J u i y  20, 1 9 7 9 .

Mr . P r e s i d e n t :  Th e U n it e d  S t a t e s  w o u ld  h av e  s u p p o r te d  t h i s  
r e s o l u t i o n  i f  i t  ha d n o t  a l s o  r a i s e d  i s s u e s  o t h e r  th a n  s e t t l e m e n t s  
w h ic h  h av e  t o  b e r e s o l v e d  th r o u g h  s e n s i t i v e  n e g o t i a t i o n s .

Th e U n it e d  S t a t e s  on  a v a r i e t y  o f  o c c a s io n s  h as  s t a t e d  in  
f o r c e f u l  te rm s i t s  p o s i t i o n  on  th e  q u e s t i o n  o f  I s r a e l i  
s e t t le m e n t s  in  th e  o c c u p ie d  t e r r i t o r i e s .  We h av e  s t a t e d ,  
an d I r e p e a t  h e r e  t o d a y ,  t h a t  we o p p o se  su ch  s e t t l e m e n t s .  T h e se  
s e t t le m e n t s  p r e ju d g e  th e  ou tc om e o f  M id d le  E a s t  p e a c e  n e g o t i a t i o n s  
an d a r e  i n c o n s i s t e n t  w it h  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  la w  an d th e  F o u rth  
G en eva  C o n v e n tio n . We h a v e  a s k e d  I s r a e l  t o  c e a s e  i t s  p r a c t i c e  
o f  e s t a b l i s h i n g  s e t t l e m e n t s ,  an d I  r e p e a t  t h i s  r e q u e s t  t o d a y .

S in c e  t h i s  r e s o l u t i o n ,  an d th e  re co m m en d ati o n s o f  t h e  C o m m is si on  
w h ic h  t h i s  r e s o l u t i o n  a c c e p t s  an d i n c o r p o r a t e s ,  go  b eyo n d  th e  
q u e s t i o n  o f  s e t t le m e n t s  t o  d e a l  w it h  su c h  m a tte r s  a s  J e r u s a le m  
th e  U n it e d  S t a t e s  d id  n o t  s u p p o r t  i t  an d a b s t a in e d .  T h is  i s  
n o t  t o  s a y  t h a t  t h e s e  q u e s t i o n s  a r e  n o t  im p o r ta n t . T h ey a r e .  
H o w eve r,  t h e s e  m a t t e r s  a s  w e l l  a s  i s s u e s  su ch  a s  s e t t l e m e n t s  an d 
t h e  f u t u r e  o f  th e  o c c u p ie d  t e r r i t o r i e s  th e m s e lv e s  ca n  o n ly  
e f f e c t i v e l y  be d e a l t  w i t h  in  t h e  c o u r s e  o f  n e g o t i a t i o n s  b e tw e e n  
t h e  p a r t i e s  —  n e g o t i a t i o n s  w h ic h  a r e  now u n d e r way  an d w h ic h  
we ho pe  w i l l  be  e x te n d e d  t o  in c o r p o r a t e  a l l  p a r t i e s  w it h  an  
i n t e r e s t .  Th e im p o r ta n t  o b j e c t i v e ,  an d  th e  on e w h ic h  mor e 
th a n  a n y t h in g  e l s e  w i l l  i n f l u e n c e  o u r  a p p ro a c h  t o  m a t t e r s  su c h  
a s  t h o s e  p r e s e n t e d  i n  t h i s  r e s o l u t i o n ,  i s  th e  ad v an cem en t o f  
t h e s e  n e g o t i a t i o n s .  To  t h a t  en d we p le d g e  o u r s e l v e s .

One l a s t  p o i n t ,  Mr . P r e s i d e n t .  W h il e  we do n o t  a g r e e  w it h  a l l  
o f  th e  p o i n t s  c o n t a in e d  in  t h e  r e p o r t ,  we r e c o g n iz e  t h a t  th e  
me mb ers o f  t h e  C o m m is si on  h av e  w o rk ed  d i l i g e n t l y  an d i n  goo d 
f a i t h  on  an  i s s u e  o f  c o n s i d e r a b l e  s e n s i t i v i t y  an d e m o tio n .
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5. R esolution 446, March 22, 1979

RESOLUTIOH kk6 (197 9)

Ad op ted by  th e  S e c u ri ty  Cou nc il  a t  i t s  21 3k th  m ee ting s
on 22 I lar ch  1979

The S e c u r it y C ouncil ,

Hav ing  hear d  th e  s ta te m e n t o f  th e  Pe rm anen t R e p re se n ta ti v e  o f Jo rd an  and 
o th e r s ta te m e n ts  made b e fo re  th e  C ounci l,

S tr e s s in g  th e  u rg e n t ne ed  to  ac h ie ve a com pre hen si ve,  j u s t  and  l a s t i n g  pe ac e 
in  th e  K id dle  E a s t,

A ff ir m in g onc e more th a t  th e  F o u rt h  Gen eva Con ve nt io n r e l a t i v e  no th e  
P ro te c ti o n  o f C iv il ia n  Per so ns in  Time o f War o f  12  Aug us t 19k 9 is  a p p li c a b le  tc  
th e  Arab t e r r i t o r i e s  occ upie d by  I s r a e l  s in ce  19 67 , in c lu d in g  Je ru sa lem.;

1 . Det ermin es  th a t  th e  p o li c y  and p ra c ti c e s  c r  I s r a e l  in  e s ta b li s h in g  
s e tt le m e n ts  in  th e  P a le s t in ia n  an d o th e r  Ara b t e r r i t o r i e s  occ upi ed  s in ce  1?$7 
ha ve  no le g a l  v a l i d i t y  an d c o n s t i tu te  a se r io u s  o b s tr u c ti o n  to  a ch ie v in g  a 
co m pr eh en sive , j u s t  and  l a s t i n g  pe ac e in  th e  K id dle  E a s t;

2. S t r ongl y d e n lo re s th e  f a i l u r e  o f  I s r a e l  to  ab id e  by S e c u r it y  Cou nc il  
re s o lu ti o n s  237 (1 96 7)  o f lk  Ju ne  19 *7 , 252 (19 63 ) o f 21 '!a-  1967  and 297 (19 71) 
o f  25 Se ptem be r 1971 and  th e  co nse nsu s s ta te m en t by th e  P re r id e n t o f  th e  S ec u ri ty  
C ou nc il  on 11 Hovember 1976 and  G en er al  Assem bly  re s o lu ti o n s  2253 (F.S-V) and 
225k (ES-V) o f  k an d lk  Ju ly  19 67 , 32 /5  o f  2P  O ct ob er  1977 and 33 /1 1?  o f
1-3 December 1973;

3.  C a ll s on ce  more unon I s r a e l ,  as th e oc cu pyin g Powe r, to  a b id e  sc ru pu lo usl y  
by  th e  19k0 F ourt h  Geneva C onve nt io n,  to  re s c in d  i t s  p re v io u s  mea su re s and to  
d e s i s t  from ta k in g  any a c ti o n  wh ich  wou ld r e s u l t  in  ch an gi ng  th e .l e g a l  s ta tu s  and  
g eo g ra p h ic a l n a tu re  ar." m a te r ia ll y  a f f e c t in g  th e  demog raph ic  co m posi ti on  o i th e 
Ara b t e r r i t o r i e s  occu p ie d  s in c e  19 67 , in c lu d in g  Jeru sa le m , and, in  p a r t i c u la r ,
no t to  t r a n s f e r  p a r ts  o f  i t s  own c iv i l i a n  p o p u la ti o n  in to  sh e oc cu pi ed  Ara b 
t e r r i t o r i e s ;

k.  E s ta b li s h e s  a Com miss ion c o n s is ti n g  o f th re e  members o f  th e  S ec u ri ty  
C ounci l,  to  be  appo in te d  by  th e  P re s id e n t o f  th e  Cou nc il  a f t e r  c o n s u lt a ti o n  w ith  
th e  members o f th e  C ounci l,  to  exam ine  th e  s i tu a t io n  r e l a t i n g  to  s e tt le m e n ts  in  
th e  Ara b t e r r i t o r i e s  occ up ie d s in ce  19 67 , in c lu d in g  Je ru sa le m ;

5.  E ecuest s th e  Co mm iss ion  to  su bm it i t s  re p o r t to  th e  S e c u r it ” C oun ci l 
by  1 J u ly  1979;

6 . R eq ues ts  th e  S e c re ta ry -G e n e ra l to  pro v id e th e  Com mission  w it h  th e  
n e c e ssa ry  f a c i l i t i e s  to  en ab le  i t  to  c a r ry  o u t i t s  m is s io n ;

7. D ec id es  to  ke ep  th a  s i tu a t io n  in  th e  occ upie d  t e r r i t o r i e s  under c o n s ta n t
an d c lo se  s c r u ti n y  end  to  re conven e in  Ju ly  1979 to  re vie w  th e  s i t u a t i o n  in  th e  
l i g h t  o f th e  fi n d in g s  o f  th e  Co mm iss ion . ,
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PRESS RELEASE

U n it e d  S t a t e s

6. U .S . Stat ement

M is s io n  t o  t h e  U n it e d  N a t io n s

'9 9  United  N atio ns Pla za  
N e*  Yo«k . N Y 1001"

FOR RELEA SE ON DELIV ERY 
CHECK TEXT AG AINS T DELIV ERY

Press Release USUN-33(79) 
March 22, 1979

Statement by Ambassador James F . Leonard 
in the Security Council 

March 22 , 1979
Mr. President,

My Government has abstained on the resolution which 
has been adopted by the Security Council. Its content 
generally accords with the frequently-stated position 
of the United States on settlements in the occupied 
TERRITORIES. HOWEVER, I MUST BE FRANK IN SAYING THAT 
THERE ARE CERTAIN ELEMENTS OF THE RESOLUTION AND ASPECTS

OF THE DEBATE IN THIS BODY WHICH ARE DISTURBING TO US.

First, I must point out that the confrontational 
DEBATE WHICH WE HAVE WITNESSED OVER THE PAST WEEK HAS 

DONE LITTLE TO SERVE THE CAUSE OF PEACE. In OUR VIEW,
THE OFTEN INTEMPERATE AND UNWARRANTED LANGUAGE USED BY 

MANY MEMBERS TO CRITICIZE ISRAEL HAS ONLY TENDED TO 

DISTRACT, TO DISRUPT AND TO COMPLICATE THE PEACE TALKS 

AND THE SEARCH FOR A JUST SOLUTION TO THE ISSUE OF 

SETTLEMENTS IN THE OCCUPIED TERRITORIES. IT HAS BEEN 

A MATTER OF PARTICULAR CONCERN TO US THAT THIS SHOULD 

HAVE BEEN DONE WHEN THE PEACE TALKS WERE AT SUCH A CRITICAL 

stage. Mr. President, it is clear that some who have
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PARTICIPATED IN THESE SESSIONS WERE LESS INTERESTED IN 

PROMOTING PEACE THAN THEY PROFESS TO BE AND I MUST 

also note, Mr. President, that derogatory references 
TO AMERICAN JEWISH GROUPS AND CITIZENS ARE INSULTING, 

UNWARRANTED, AND RESENTED.

I MUST ALSO POINT OUT, Mr. PRESIDENT, THAT MY 

Government has grave doubts about the utility of the 
CREATION OF A SECURITY COUNCIL COMMISSION TO EXAMINE THE 

SITUATION OF THE SETTLEMENTS IN THE OCCUPIED TERRITORIES. 

Now that Egypt and Israel have taken a first important 
MOVE TOWARD A COMPREHENSIVE PEACE SETTLEMENT IN THE 

MIDDLE EAST, WE BELIEVE IT IS INCUMBENT ON THE SECURITY 

Council not to inject irritants into this process.

The position of my Government on the issue of
SETTLEMENTS IN THE OCCUPIED TERRITORIES IS WELL KNOWN.

AS HAS BEEN STATED ON A NUMBER OF OCCASIONS AT THE 

United Nations and elsewhere, we are opposed to these 
SETTLEMENTS BECAUSE WE BELIEVE THEY COULD BE PERCEIVED 

AS PREJUDGING THE OUTCOME OF NEGOTIATIONS AND FURTHER 

BECAUSE WE BELIEVE THEY ARE INCONSISTENT WITH THE 

Fourth Geneva Convention and international law.
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Clearly, the settlements question is a serious 
issue. It is worthy of sober and constructive efforts 
TO FIND A SOLUTION. WE ARE CONVINCED THAT IT MUST BE 

DEALT WITH AS PART OF THE EFFORT TO DEVELOP A JUST, 

DURABLE AND COMPREHENSIVE SETTLEMENT OF THE ARAB-ISRAELI 

CONFLICT.

Moreover, we are persuaded that it will be dealt 
WITH. As WE MOVE BEYOND THE ISRAELI-EGYPTIAN PEACE 

TREATY INTO NEGOTIATIONS FOR A COMPREHENSIVE PEACE,

THE PARTIES —  JOINED BY THE UNITED STATES —  WILL 

BE DEALING WITH THE QUESTION OF SETTLEMENTS AS WELL AS 

WITH OTHER ISSUES INVOLVING THE WEST BANK AND GAZA,

AND WITH THE PALESTINIAN PROBLEM IN ITS VARIOUS 

DIMENSIONS. IT IS OF UTMOST IMPORTANCE THAT THE 

FACT-FINDING COMMISSION NOT COMPLICATE OR IMPEDE THE 

NEGOTIATIONS AMONG THE PARTIES.

This tragic conflict in all its agonizing complexity 
HAS OCCUPIED THE ATTENTION OF THIS COUNCIL AND THE WORLD 

VIRTUALLY SINCE THE FOUNDATION OF THE UNITED NATIONS. 

After four wars, countless deaths, and innumerable 
BRAVE AND WELL-INTENTIONED EFFORTS TO FIND A JUST AND
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LASTING PEACE, IT WAS LEFT TO THE PROCESS BEGUN LAST

September at Camp David to provide the first -- and
TO THIS POINT, THE ONLY —  PRACTICAL MEANS OF ACHIEVING 

THE LEGITIMATE GOALS OF ALL THE PARTIES.

Built upon the foundation of United Nations 
Security Council Resolutions 242 and 338, the peace 
negotiations now underway exclude no one, and no issue.
They invite and encourage the full participation of 
ALL THOSE —  INCLUDING THE PALESTINIANS —  WHO ACCEPT 

AS THE OBJECT OF THESE NEGOTIATIONS SECURITY, RECOGNITION 

AND PEACE AMONG NEIGHBORS. The ACCORDS DEVELOPED IN 

THESE NEGOTIATIONS LAY OUT IN DETAIL THE PRINCIPLES

AND PROCEDURES THAT WILL GOVERN NEGOTIATIONS ON THE

FULL RANGE OF ISSUES WITHIN THE ARAB-ISRAELI CONFLICT.

The process begun with the Camp David Accords is 
AN ARDUOUS ONE, HOWEVER, ONE WHICH HAS REQUIRED ENORMOUS 

COURAGE AND DEDICATION. EVEN AS THIS DEBATE WAS BEGUN,

President Carter was in the Middle East making a maximum personal 
EFFORT TO HELP THE PARTIES THROUGH A PARTICULARLY 

DIFFICULT PHASE. AND AS WE SPEAK TODAY, REPRESENTATIVES 

OF THE PARTIES ARE DISCUSSING THE LAST ELEMENTS OF THE
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WORK BEGUN SO MANY MONTHS AGO. THIS WILL LEAD TO THE 

SIGNING OF A PEACE TREATY BETWEEN EGYPT AND ISRAEL 

WHICH IS A TRIUMPH OF THE PRINCIPLES ON WHICH THIS 

ORGANIZATION IS BASED. The PROCESS OF NEGOTIATION 
WHICH WILL FOLLOW FROM THIS HISTORIC EVENT CLEARLY

OFFERS THE BEST OPPORTUNITY FOR THE JUST RESOLUTION OF 

THE ISSUE WE HAVE ADDRESSED OVER THE PAST WEEK. It 
IS CLEAR THAT THE PEACE TREATY REPRESENTS ONLY THE

BEGINNING OF THIS PROCESS, BUT IT IS EQUALLY CLEAR 

THAT WHEN THE PRESENT WORK OF THE PARTIES IS COMPLETED, 

THE WORLD WILL HAVE BEEN BROUGHT CLOSER TO A JUST, 

LASTING AND COMPREHENSIVE PEACE IN THE MIDDLE EAST.

It is our PROFOUND BELIEF that this development will 
ONE DAY LEAD TO THE FULFILLMENT OF THE HOPES AND 

LEGITIMATE ASPIRATIONS OF ALL THE PARTIES. PRESIDENT 

Carter, in Cairo, committed himself personally to 
NEGOTIATIONS CONCERNING THE WEST BANK AND CiAZA AND 

OTHER ISSUES OF CONCERN TO THE PALESTINIANS, AND HE 

urged Palestinian participation.

It is difficult to believe that anyone, having
WITNESSED THE IMMENSE EFFORT IT HAS TAKEN TO BRING THE
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TALKS TO THIS POINT, WOULD WISH TO UNDERMINE WHAT HAS

BEEN SO FAR ACHIEVED AND JEOPARDIZE THE FUTURE OF THE 

process. As President Carter said a few days ago: Let 
NO ONE BE DECEIVED. THOSE WHO ATTEMPT TO OBSTRUCT THE 

CURRENT EFFORT ARE OPPOSING THE ONLY EFFORT THAT CAN 

BRING PEACE TO THE MIDDLE EAST. ThE EFFECT OF THEIR 
SLOGANEERING AND RHETORIC IS TO MAKE THEM IN EFFECT 

THE ADVOCATES OF THE STATUS QUO, NOT CHANGE; ADVOCATES 

OF WAR, NOT PEACE; ADVOCATES OF FURTHER SUFFERING, NOT

OF ACHIEVING THE HUMAN DIGNITY TO WHICH LONG-SUFFERING

PEOPLE OF THIS REGION ARE ENTITLED.

The United States remains fully committed to 
FINDING A JUST, LASTING AND COMPREHENSIVE PEACE WHICH 

MUST INCLUDE A RESOLUTION OF THE PALESTINIAN PROBLEM. 

This is the peace to which the United Nations Charter 
BINDS ALL OF US. We CALL UPON OUR FELLOW MEMBERS TO 
LEND THEIR FULL AND UNSELFISH SUPPORT, SINGLY AND IN 

CONCERT, TO THOSE NOW ENGAGED IN THIS CRUCIAL SEARCH, 

AND TO AVOID ACTIONS WHICH NEEDLESSLY MAKE THIS 

SEARCH MORE ARDUOUS, AND MORE PERILOUS.
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7. SC Con sens us  Stateme nt , November 11, 1976

At  the 19b9th meeting, on I I  November 1976. the 
President nude the following  sta tem ent

"As a result o t consultations over which I presided wi th
all members of  the Council . I am authorized as President 
to make the following statement on behalf o f the 
Council.

"Follow ing  the request submitted by tg ypl on 20
Octuber  19 76 .'“  the Security fo um .il  held four  meetings 
between I and 11 November to consider the situat ion in 
the occupied Arab terr itories, with the participation ol 
the representative of  the Palestine Libera tion Organiza
tion . After  consul ting ali the members, the President of  
the Council stales that the Council has agreed 

" I .  To express its grave anxiety and concern over the 
present serious situat ion in the occupied Arab territories 
as a result of  continued Israeli occupation.

” 2. To rea ffirm  its call upon the Government of  Israel 
to ensure the safety,  welfare and security o f the in
habitants of  the territones and to facil itate the return of  
those inhabi tants who have lied the areas since the 
outbreak o f hostili ties

"3. To reaffirm  that the Geneva Convention relative to 
the Protection o f Civilian  Persons in Time o f War14 is 
applicable io the Arab terr itories occupied by Israel since 
1967. Therefore, the occupy ,nc Power is called unmi 
on ce ag ainio comply strictly with the provisions o iih a i 
fonvennon and io relra_m Iran i any measure th am uhil£ 3 

16 Ib id  . doc um ent S/1 2218.

them In this regard, the measures lak .-n by Israel m :1c.- 
ccup ied  \rab  te rr ito ries which_alter__the irdemosacll l'- 

co i’ ipos i'. io ii ot  ceograt f i. a l J u r - c ie r.  anu in ^ a n jc ^ jr  
the  estab lish me nt o f s e il l; i: iv ;* i>. ar, stron-ch- dco Hrc d
^uc ii measures, winch have no leeal validi ty and cannot
prejudge the outcome ot ihe effort s to achieve peace, 
constitute ail obstacle to peace 

"4 . To consider oiice more that all legislative and 
administrative measures anJ actons lake" bv Israel
induc ing  expropr iation ui and and properties thereon
anj  ilic  iransier ot  pop ulat ions, w in ch lend !■■> chanc.
legal sialus ol Jerus^km are myglid and cannot .hange 
that status, and urgently to call upon Israel once more *o 
rescind all such measures already taken and to desist 
fo rth with  from taking any fur ther action which tends to 
change the status of  Jerusalem. In this conn exion, the 
Council deplores the failure o f Israel to show any regard 
lo r becurny Council  resolutions 237 t 1967) of  14 June- 
1967. 25 2(1966) ol 21 May 1968 and 298 11971 j o f  ;>  
September 1971 and General Assembly resolutions 
2253 I fcS-V) and 2254 ( ES-V| of  4 and 14 July 1967 

"5 . To recognize that  any act o f profanat ion o f the 
Holy Places, religious buildings and sites or any en- 
couragemeni ot. or connivance at. any such act may 
seriously endanger international peace and security 

"The Council decides .to keep the situa tion  under 
constant atte ntion with  a view to meeting again should 
circumstances require."

The question o f the exercise by the Palestinian people o f its ii i'.lienable rights

Decisions

At  its 1924th meeting, on 9 June 1976. the Council 
decided to extend an inv itat ion , under rule 39 o f the 
provisional rules of  procedure, to the CP,airman, the 
Rapporteur and other  members of  the Committee on the 
Exercise o f the Inalienable Rights ol the Palestinian People 
to participate in the discussion of  the item entit led "The 
question o f the exercise by the Palestinian people o f its 
inalienable nghts repon  of  the Committee established 
under General Assemble resolution 3376 (XXX) 
(S /1209 0)" . i ’

At the same meeting, the Council  fur the r decided to 
invite  the representatives o f Cuba. Egypt. Jordan, the 
Syrian Arab Republic. Turkey and the United Arab 
Emirates to participate, with out  vote, in the discussion of  
the question

At its 1928th meeting, on 18 June 1976. the Council 
decided to invite the representatives o f the German 
Democrat ic Republ ic, Hungary. India.  Saudi Arabia and 
Yugoslavia to participate, wi tho ut  vote, in the discussion of  
the question.

At  the same meeting, the Council  also decided, by a vote, 
that an inv itat ion  should be accorded to the representative 
o f the Palestine Liberation Organization to participate in 
the debate and that that inv itat ion  wou ld confer  upon ii 
the same rights o f participation as those conferred on a 
Member State when it was invited to partic ipate under rule 
37 o f the provisional rules o f procedure.

A dopte d  6i-  / /  rotes  to  I 
(U n it e d  States o f A m er ic a!,  
with J  ab sten tio ns  tf ra nce. 
h a lt . U ntied  K in eJo "’ 
Great  R ri ia ui jn d  .\o rt h ern  
Irelan d} .

17 See O ff ic ia l Reco rds o l the Ge neral Asse mble.  T h ir ty -f irst 
Sess ion. Sup plem en t X o  JS.

At  its 1933rd meeting, on 24 June 1976. the Council 
decided to invite  the representatives o f Afghan istan. Bah
rain'. Democratic Yemen, the Lao People's Democratic 
Republ ic. Mauritania and Morocco to part icipate, wi tho ut  
vote, in the discussion o f the question.

At  the same meeting, the Council  also decided, at the 
request o f the representative o f the Libyan Arab Re
pub lic .* ' to extend an inv itat ion  to Mr. Anu n Hi lmy  11, 
under rule 39 o f the provisional rules o f procedure.

O ff ic ia l Records o f  ihe Se cu ri ty  Counc il.  Th ir tv -f ir st Year 
Supple m en t / o r  A pri l. Slat an d J un e / 0 ’ 6.  docu m en t S -12 11 3.

t p -« .•». e l.  ------------------------------------------------
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8. U.S. Statement

(T he  P r e s id e n t )

"(U ) I t  co n s id e rs  once  more t h a t  a l l  l e g i s l a t i v e  an d adnrim' ^ t .r n t i  v e  

m ea su res an d a c ti o n s  ta k en  by  I s r a e l ,  in c lu d in g  e x p ro p r ia ti o n  o f  la n d  and 
p ro p e r t ie s  th e reo n  an d th e  t r a n s f e r  o f  p o p u la ti o n s  wh ich  te n d  t o  ch an ge  
th e  l e g a l  s t a tu s  o f  J e ru sa le m , a re  in v a l id  an d ca nno t ch an ge  t h a t  s t a t u s ;  
an d u rg e n tl y  c a l l s  upon I s r a e l  once more to  r e s c in d  a l l  su ch  m ea su re s a l r e  
ta k en  an d to  d e s i s t  fo r th w it h  fro m ta k in g  any  f u r th e r  a c ti o n  which  te n d s  t  
ch an ge  th e  s ta tu s  o f  J e ru sa le m . In  t h i s  co nn ex io n th e  C ouncil  d ep lo re s  *h 
f a i l u r e  o f  I s r a e l  t o  show any reg a rd  fo r  S e c u r it y  C ounci l r e s o lu t io n s  
237 (196 7)  o f  lU Ju ne  19 67 , 252 (1 96 8)  o f  21  May 196 8 an d 29 8 (1 97 1)  o f  
25 Sep te m be r 1971  and G en er al  Assenfcly  re s o lu t io n s  2253  (ES -V) an d 
22 51* (ES-V) o f  1» an d lU J u ly  19 67 ;

" (5 )  I t s  re c o g n it io n  t h a t  any  a c t o f  p ro fa n a ti o n  o f  th e  Ho ly P la c e s , 
r e l ig io u s  b u il d in g s  an d s i t e s  o r  an y en co ur ag em en t o f ,  o r  co nniv an ce  a t ,  
any  su ch  a c t may s e r io u s ly  en dan ger  i n t e r n a t io n a l  pea ce  an d  s e c u r i ty .

"The C ounci l dec id es to  ke ep  th e  s i tu a t io n  un de r c o n s ta n t a t te n t io n  

w it h  a vie w t o  m ee ting  ag ain  shou ld  c ir cum st ances r e q u i r e ."

Mr. SHERER (U n it ed  S ta te s  o f  A m er ic a) : Mr. P r e s id e n t , th e  U n it ed  Stat>  
has Jo in ed  th e  o th e r  members o f  th e  S e c u r it y  C ounci l in  th e  co nse nsu s s ta te m e n t 
which  yo u ha ve  re a d  o u t b ecause  we b e l ie v e  t h a t  s ta te m e n t a f f ir m s  s e v e r a l  
im p o rt an t p r in c ip le s  in  re g a rd  to  th e  occ up ie d  t e r r i t o r i e s .  F i r s t  i s  th e  
p r in c ip le  th a t  th e  F o u rt h  Genev a Con ve nt ion a p p li e s  to  th e  p re s e n t s i tu a t io n  in  
th e  occup ie d  t e r r i t o r i e s .  Un de r th a t  Con ve nt ion an d under  in t e r n a t io n a l  law  th e  
oc cu pyin g  Powe r h a s  r ig h t s  as  w e ll  as  r e s p o n s ib i l i t i e s .  S ec ondly , we hav e 
su p p o rt ed  an d we con ti nue  t o  su p p o rt  th e  p r in c ip le  t h a t  p e rs o n s  d is p la c e d  in  th e  
1967  w ar  sh o u ld  be  p e rm it te d  to  re tu rn  t o  t h e i r  p la c e s  o f  h a b i ta t io n  a t  th e  ti m e 
o f  t h a t  w ar . F in a l ly ,  we we lcome th e  co nc er n in  t h a t  s ta te m e n t f o r  th e  s a n c t i ty  
o f  th e  Ho ly P la c e s , which  we co n s id e r  to  be  a p a r t i c u l a r ly  s e n s i t i v e  an d 
im p o rt an t m a tt e r .

Whi le  ny Government  has a s s o c ia te d  i t s e l f  w it h  th e  r e s u l t s  o f  t h i s  d e b a te , I  
must in  ca nd ou r obse rv e t h a t  th e  c r i t i c i s m  o f  I s r a e l  wh ich  do m in at ed  th e se  
p ro ceed in g s  has  be en  l a r g e ly  o n e -s id e d  an d e x c e ss iv e . T h is  was  p a r t i c u l a r ly  
t r u e  as  re gard s  th e  q u es ti o n  o f  access  to  th e  h o ly  s i t e s ,  s p e c i f i c a l l y  th e  
b u r ia l  s i t e  o f  th e  p a t r ia r c h  Abraha m.

I
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(Mr. S h e re r,  Unit e d  St a l e s )

Ve a g re e  w it h  th e  o th e r members o f th e  S e c u r it y  C ounci l t h a t  th e  F o u rt h "
Geneva C onven ti on , s p e c i f i c a l l y  i t 3  a r t i c l e  27, p ro v id es  th e  s ta n d a rd  f o r  m ea su ri ng  

I s r a e l i  conduct  in  t h i s  m a tt e r . We a re  a ls o  f u l l y  aw are  t h a t  i n  r e c e n t weeks  

th e re  ha ve  o ccu rr e d  d e p lo ra b le  a c ts  o f d e s e c ra ti o n  and v io le n c e  in  an d aro und 
th a t  s i t e ,  which  i s  h o ly  to  Mo slems , Jew s an d C h r is ti a n s  a l i k e .  Ho we ve r, .

i t  i s  on ly  f a i r  an d p ro p er to  p o in t o u t t h a t  th e  I s r a e l i  Governm ent has

condemned an d op po se d th o se  a c t i v i t i e s  and  has mos t r e c e n t ly  b ro ugh t c h a rg es  

in  a m i l i t a r y  c o u r t a g a in s t a  r a th e r  pro m in en t I s r a e l i  c i t i z e n  f o r  h is  r o le  

in  the m.  The q u e s ti o n  o f  a cc e ss  to  an d w ors hip  w it h in  t h i s  s i t e  i s  a  . "  

p a r t i c u la r ly  comp lex  an d d i f f i c u l t  m a tt e r , b u t we b e li e v e  t h a t  th e  

oc cu py in g a u th o r i t i e s  ha ve  a c te d  in  goo d f a i t h  to  p r o te c t  an d p re s e rv e  th e  

r e l ig io u s  r i g h t s  s e t  f o r th  in  th e  F ou rt h  Genev a C onven ti on . The C o u n c i l' s  

st a te m en t o f  co nse nsu s sp ea ks o f th e  dan ger  to  peac e o f  any a c t  o f  

p ro fa n a ti o n  o f  th e  Ho ly P la c e s . T h is  we ta k e •t o •mean any ac t-  by  th e  

p o p u la ti o n , th e  lo c a l  a u th o r i t i e s  o r th e  occ upyin g Po we r.

In  c lo s in g ,  I  shou ld  l i k e  to  obse rv e  t h a t  in  t h i s  d eb a te  we ha ve  been  

d e a li n g  w it h  th e  symptoms  o f  th e  pro bl em  r a th e r  th a n  w it h  th e  pr obl em  i t s e l f .

The c o n d it io n s  we ha ve  be en  d is c u s s in g  w i l l  be  s a t i s f a c t o r i l y  r e s o lv e d  o n ly  

in  th e  c o n te x t o f th e  n e g o ti a ti o n  o f  a  J u s t an d l a s t i n g  peac e in  acco rd ance  

w it h  S e c u r it y  C ounci l r e s o lu t io n s  2U2 (1 96 7)  and 3 38  ( 1 9 7 3 ) ,  w it h  r e s p e c t 

to  which  we s ta n d  by  a l l  ou r p re v io u s  p o s i t io n s .

Th er e i s  go od  re a so n  to  ho pe  t h a t  c o n d it io n s  in  th e  M iddle E a s t ha ve  

im pr ov ed  to  th e  p o in t t h a t  rene wed  e f f o r t s  to w ard s su ch  a s e tt le m e n t w i l l  be  

p o s s ib le .  The  re c e n t m eetings o f Ar ab  le a d e r s  in  R iyad h an d C air o  p ro m is e  

to  c o n tr ib u te  to  an  en d to  th e  f ig h t in g  in  Le banon an d to  th e  p re s e r v a ti o n  o f 

i t s  in dependence , t e r r i t o r i a l  i n t e g r i t y  an d n a t io n a l  u n i ty ,  t o  w hi ch  we a t t a c h  

th e  h ig h e s t im p o rt an ce . More b ro a d ly , th e  s ta te sm a n sh ip  d is p la y e d  by  th e  

Go ve rnmen ts p r in c ip a l l y  in v o lv e d  p ro m is es to  e s ta b l i s h  th e  c o n s tr u c t iv e  

at m os ph er e an d th e  c o n d it io n s  n e ce ssa ry  i f  th e re  i s  to  be  p ro g re s s  to w ar ds 

r e s o lv in g  th e  pro ble m s which  c o n ti n u e  to  b e s e t  th e  M iddle E a s t.

61-25 3 0 - 8 0 - 8
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9. SC Majority Statement, May 26, 1976

At  the 1922nd meeting, on ^6_\J^v _J27^i the President 
made the fo llow ing  statement

“ Fol lowing the request submitted by Egypt on 3 .May
19 76 ,'3 the Security Council held seven meetings be
tween 4 and 26 May to consider the situat ion in the 
occupied Arab terr itories. Af ter  consulting all the mem- 
ben , the President o f the Council concludes that  the 
majo rity o f the members agreed on the follow ing.

"Grave anxie ty was expressed over the present si tuat ion 
in the occupied Arab terr itories, concern was also 
expressed about the well-being o f the popu lation o f those 
ter nlo nes

“ The Geneva Convention relative to the Protection o f
Civilian  Persons in Time of  War. o f 12 August 19 49 .'4 is 
applicable to the Arab terr itories occupied by Israel since 
1967 The occupying Power was theielo 'e called upon to
comply strictly  with the provisions of  that Convention
ano to refrain .Tom and rescind any measure w
vtulatc them In this regard, the measures taken by Israel
in the occupied Arab tcrn toti es winch alter their demo-. 
graphic composit ion or geugraj^facal-Chdraccci^^^u ^ jQ ^,
pillllJUUf  1116 "esiauiiyliinent oi settlem ents were de
plored. Such measures, which cannot prejudge me ou t
come of  the effo rts to achieve peace, constitu te an 
obstacle to peace.

"The Security Council  should continue to fo llow the 
situa tion closely ."

At its 1966th meeting, on 1 November 1976. the Council  
decided to invi te the representatives of  Egypt. Israel. 
Jordan and the Synan Arab Republic to participate, 
wi thout vote, in the discussion of  the item ent itled "The 
situa tion m the occupied Arab territories letter  dated 20 
October 19*6 from  the Permanent Representative o f Egypt 
to the United Nations addressed to the President of  the 
Security Council (S 122 18)".' ’

At  the same meeting, the Council  also decided, by a vote, 
that an inv itat ion  should be accorded to the representative 
o f the Palestine Libera tion Organization to participate in 
the debate and tlia t that inv itat ion  would confer updh it 
the same riglit s o f participation as those conferred on a 
Member State when it was invi ted to partic ipate under rule 
37 o f the provisional rules o f procedure

Adopted by I I  votes to I 
United  States o f America /, 
with J abstentions /France. 
Italy, United Kingdom o f 
Great Britain and Northern 
Ireland).

At  its 1967th meeting, on 4  November 1976. the Council  
decided to invi te the representatives o f Bangladesh, Mauri
tania and Saudi Arabia to partic ipate, wi tho ut vote, in the 
discussion o f the question.

At  its 1968th meeting, on 9 November 1976. the Council 
decided to invite  the representatives o f Indonesia. Morocco 
and Nigeria to participate, wi thou t vote, in the discussion 
o f the question

• J Ib id . document  SZI 2066.
14 I niled Nations. Tr ea ty  Sen es , vol. 7*. p. 2S*.
15 See Official Records o f the Secuntv Council. Thirty-first Year. 

Supplement for October. Norember and December 19 76
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10. U.S.  Statement of Disassociation

UNITED STATES MISSION 
TO THE UNITED NATIONS

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE Press Release USUN-59(76)
May 26, 1976

Statement by Ambassador William W. Scranton, United States 
Representative to the United Nations, in the Security Council, 
on the situation in the occupied Arab territories, May 26, 1976.

Mr. President, first may I say that the statement which 
I am about to make clearly indicates I believe that the United 
States of America Is not unrelentingly supporting ‘'Zionist aggression," nor is it making its position because of internal 
matters within the United States, but rathar because it believes 
thoroughly that in any matter that comes before this Council it is 
important that we have a balanced answer, particularly as this 
Council is instructed through the Charter of our great organization 
first and foremost to be thinking of peace.

Mr. President, my delegation has disassociated itself from 
the statement you have read out which represents the view of the 
majority of the Council's members. As you know from views that ray 
Government has expressed on past occasions in this chamba? and else
where, there is much in the statement of the majority view with 
which we could agree.

We agree, for example, that the Fourth Geneva Convention 
relative to the protc iion of civilian persons in time of war is 
applicable to the ter.itorles occupied by Israel since 1967- We 
believe in the import;nee of following its prescriptions. In fact 
we made our position on this question clear during the March 
deliberations in this Council. From the unamlnous agreement, there
fore, of this Council that the Fourth Geneva Convention applies to 
the occupied territories, it follows that all of its provisions 
apply. We also agree that Israel should scrupulously comply with 
all the provisions of that Convention. Our position about the 
Israeli settlements in the occupied territories. Is similarly 
well known.
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We are concerned, however, that the statement of the majority view lacks balance, and it is the element of balance which should_ be the hallmark of the deliberations of a trody cnarged, as'this one is, with maintaining the peace. While the summary statement does contain references to-certain provisions of the Fourth Geneva Convention describing the obligations-of-an occupying power, there is no corresponding reference in the statement to those provisions of the Convention which explicitly recognize that the occupying power has the duty to maintain law and order and the right to protect its forces. We object, furthermore, to the fact that the statement is unrelieved by any recognition of the many areas in which Israeli administration of the occupied territories has been responsible and just, as in its administration of the Holy Places in Jerusalem and in its substantial efforts to permit the population to choose their own elected representatives to local government.

In particular, we believe the statement's sweeping injunction to Israel to rescind measures is out of place in this context and at this time.

Having said this, however, and having disassociated ourselves from the view of the majority, we would be remiss if we did not call the attention of the Government of Israel to the fact that there are aspects of its policies in the occupied territories, in particular that involving the establishment of settlements, that are Increasingly a matter of concern and distress to its friends throughout the world and are not helpful to the process of peace. Israel has ample reason, with the experience of recent years, to feel that this Council too seldom approaches the Middle East problem with objectivity. It would be mistaken, however, to dismiss as products of blind partisanship all the points contained in the statement read out in this chamber today.
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11. U.S.  Sta teme nt , Marc h 23, 1976

.799 Unit ed  nati on* Peaza  
N ev  YCSK. N. Y. 10017

FOR  IMM EDIATE RELEA SE Press Release USUM-37 (76) 
March 23, 1976

Statement by Ambassador William W. Scranton, United States 
Representative to the United Nations, in the Security Council, on 
the request by the Libyan Arab Republic and Pakistan for con
sideration of the serious situation arising from recent develop
ments in the occupied Arab territories, March 23, 1976.

Mr. President, first of all may I say to you that I am very 
grateful personally for your kind comments at the opening of this 
hearing and likewise for your extraordinary calm and measured 
leadership in this, which of all things that face us, is among 
the most passionate.

Likewise, I am equally grateful to all of you individually 
who have given me the kind of welcome which is very warming to 
the heart and X hope that I can live up to some of the very kind 
comments that were made. .. ‘
. ' Purposely and personally I have corns and been here as each 
and every one of you have spoken and X plan to be here if I 
possibly can for all the other speakers on this very difficult 
problem, with one exception, to whom I have already apologised 
and would like to do co publicly. Yesterday in the middle of 
the distinguished representative from Egypt's comments, I had 
to leave because I was scheduled to be at a small luncheon
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for the Ambassador from Japan, whom we are very sorry to have 
leave our Council. But I did read what the Egyptian Representative 
said and I was here for his reply this morning.

Now I, too, would like to indulge for just a fev? minutes 
in some personal comments from notes, very well aware that this 
is impossible for a "barbarian" in contrast to the distinguished 
gentleman from Saudi Arabia with his inimitable wit and remarkable 
eloquence, but most important of all and truly and seriously*, his 
very extraordinary knowledge of history, but nevertheless I shall 
try because I wish to make them meaningful and personal, just a 
few comments about what has happened here so far in these delibera
tions .

First of all, .1 still am quite concerned and openly say so 
about the decision that was made concerning procedure. Not —  
and I want this thoroughly understood —  not because the United 
States Government or,as far as I know, any other government here 
did not want the Palestine Liberation Organization to be heard. 
Quite the contrary, we did, and we welcome the hearing.

But I am concerned personally because I think unless a major 
international body of deliberation abides by written rules, in 
the future we will regret it; and I can see on the horizon a 
number of forthcoming instances when, forgetting rules and 
simply doing what the majority wants, whatever the majority may 
be, can haunt that majority at some future time. I think it is 
very important for us. to have rules of procedure and to abide by 
them.
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Secondly, with regard to this event which has purported to 
have initiated the recent difficulties in the West Bank and i n  

Jerusalem, there were many references made by other speakers to 
media reports, some of them based on hearsay, what other persons 
had said. This is natural and understandable. But such references 
lead us away from facts, very important in any kind of deliberatip:. 
but particularly in a deliberation which has to do with such a 
very emotional part of the world, more emotional, I suspect, 
than anywhere in the world based on its long and enduring varied 
cultures, the remarkable differences and yet extraordinary 
religions and the other emotions that abide there in such depth.

Events have taken place over the last several years which 
have deeply hurt us all —  terrorist raids and equally senseless 
retaliations and reprisals. These and other events have meant 
human killing, a good deal of it, and last but by no means least, 
very intense and widespread human suffering.

It seems to me that it is our responsibility in this 
international body not to add fuel to those fires as they 
individually or collectively arise but to do everything we can to 
lessen tensions, to deal with facts, and to help in every way 
possible to bring peace there and everywhere else in the world.
As several of you have said, and said correctly in my judgment, 
the big issue here is not each of these events to which I have 
referred, as deplorable as they may be; the big question is the
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occupied territory and the people who are there vis-a-vis Israel's 
right to be and to be secure, to. which we Americans are strongly 
and deeply dedicated.

Yesterday, as I took leave of this body, I went to a snail 
luncheon and sat next to a very lovely woman and we were discussing 
this major issue. And she said to me, rather yearningly,
"Can it ever be resolved?" That is clearly the major question 
here and the one to which we should be devoting all our efforts.
My answer to her was quite simple to say but very difficult to do, 
"For the world it must be."

And one last personal comment: I really would greatly 
appreciate it if ever the next few weeks and months any one of 
you and preferably all of you would be kind enough to talk - 
with me in the corridors or at the social functions or wherever, so 
that I can obtain as deep and penetrating an understanding of 
what each of you and your governments are thinking and feeling 
about this, certainly one of the most critical problems that 
beset this world.

And now for some written comments.
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At the outset, it is especially noteworthy, I think, that Israel 
has joined in our deliberations. My Government warmly welcomes 
Israel's decision to do so.

For the events that have brought us together today are a 
corollary and a consequence of the tragic dispute that has occupied 
this Council with such regularity over the years. As such, they 
raise two categories of issues that we must have in mind if we are 
to deal with them constructively.

First is the question of bringing to an early end the situation 
that gives rise to these disturbances and to other forms of violence 
in the Middle East. So long as the situation persists we.can expect 
continuing tension and occasional violence, however we might, and 
we must regret it. It is not necessary for me to belabor this 
point. Surely it is evident to all of us.

The occupation of territories in the 1967 war has always been 
seen by the world community to be an abnormal state of affairs 
that would be brought to an end as part of a peace settlement. 
Resolution 242, adopted by this Council shortly after the end of 
the 1967 war that led to the occupation, established the basic 
bargain that would constitute a settlement. This bargain was 
withdrawal of Israeli forces in return for termination cf all 
claims or states of belligerency and respect for and acknowledgement 
of the sovereignty, territorial integrity and political independence 
every state in the area and their right to live in peace within 
Gocure and recognized boundaries free from threats or acts of force.
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My Government has committed itself to do all it can to 
bring about this settlement and, in the v;ords of Resolution 333, 
to implement Council Resolution 242 in all of its parts and tc 
further negotiations between the parties concerned under appro
priate auspices aimed at establishing a just and durable peace in 
the Middle East, Which is what we are here for. We are engaged 
at this moment in an effort to regain momentum, as all of you know, 
in the negotiating process that has brought some unusual progress 
and it must bring more.

The second focus of our consideration must be the conduct 
of the occupation itself. In asking for this meeting, the letter 
of complaint circulated by the Permanent Representatives of the 
Libyan Arab Republic and of Pakistan identifies three issues:

—  The administration of the Holy Sites,
—  The situation in Jerusalem,
—  Israeli actions in regard to the civilian 
population of the occupied territories, and the 
Israeli settlements ?n the occupied territories.

The position of the United States on these issues is clear and 
of long standing. I propose to review the U.S. position today 
once more to point out that there are proper principles and there 
are procedures under international law and practice which, when 
applied and maintained, will contribute to civil order and will, 
over the longer run, facilitate a just and a lasting peace.
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First, there is the matter of the Holy Sites and practice of 
religion in the occupied areas. The deep religious attachment of 
Muslims and Jews and Christians to the Holy Places of Jerusalem 
has added a uniquely volatile element to the tensions that inhere 
in an occupation situation. The area known to Muslims as the 
Haram as Sharif and to Jews as the Temple Mount is of particular 
sensitivity. Israel's punctilious administration of the Holy 
Places in Jerusalem has, in our judgement, greatly minimized the 
tensions. To my Government, the standard to be followed in 
administering the Holy Sites is contained in Article 27 of the 
Fourth Geneva Convention Relative to the Protection of Civilian 
Persons in Time of War. All parties to the Arab-Israel conflict 
are signatories of the Convention-. Article 27 of the Convention 
prescribes, inter alia that "Protected persons are entitle’!, 
in all circumstances, to respect for their persons, their honor, 
their family rights, their religious convictions and practices, 
and their manners and customs." With regard to the immediate 
problem before u s —  a ruling by a lower Israeli court which 
would have the effect of altering the status of the Haram —  
it is our viev/ that Israel's responsibilities under Article 27 
to preserve religious practices as they were at the time of 
occupation began cannot be changed by the ruling of an Israeli 
court. We are gratified, deeply gratified, that the



Supreme Court of Israel has upheld the Israeli Government's 
position. .

The status of the holy Places is, of course, only one 
facet, however important, very important, of the problem of the 
status of Jerusalem itself. The United States position on the 
status of Jcrsusalem has been stated here on numerous occasions 
since the Arab portion of that city was occupied by Israel in 
1967. Ambassador Yost said in 1969 "that the part of Jerusalem 
that came under the control of Israel in the June war, like 
other areas occupied by Israel, is occupied territory and hence 
subject to the provisions of international law governing the right 
and obligations of an occupying power." Ambassador Goldberg 
said in I960, to this Council, that "the United States 
does not accept or recognize unilateral actions by any states in 
the area as altering the status of Jerusalem." I emphasize, as 
did ?unbassador Goldberg, that as far as the United States is 
concerned such unilateral measures, including expropriation 
of land or other administrative action taken by the Government 
of Israel, cannot be considered other than interim and provisional 
and cannot affect the present international status, nor prejudge 
the final and permanent status of Jerusalem. The United States 
position could not be clearer. Since 1967 we have restated here, 
in other fora, and to the Government of Israel that the future 
of Jerusalem will be determined ortly through the instruments 
and processes of negotiation, agreement and accommodation. 
Unilateral attempts to predetermine that future have no standing.
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Next I turn to the question of Israeli settlements in the 
occupied territories. Again, my Government believes that inter
national law sets the appropriate standards. An occupier must 
maintain the occupied areas as in tact and unaltered as
possible, without interfering with the customary life of the 
area, and any changes must be necessitated by the immediate needs 
of the occupation and be consistent with international law. The 
Fourth Geneva Convention speaks directly to the issue of populatio 
transfer in Article 49: "The occupying power shall not deport- 
or transfer parts of its own civilian population into the 
territory it occupies." Clearly, then substantial resettlement 
of the Israeli civilian population in occupied territories, 
including in East Jerusalem, is illegal under the Convention and 
cannot be considered to have prejudged the outcome of future 
negotiations between the parties on the location of the borders 
of states of the Middle East. Indeed, the presence of these 
settlements is seen by my Government as an obstacle to the success 
of the negotiations for a just and final peace between Israel 
and its neighbors. The real issues of peace and stability in the 
Middle East are very difficult indeed. And unilateral acts, such 
as civilian population transfers, have been taken which serve to 
inflame emotions on both sides.

Mr. President, I welcome the opportunity —  indeed I do —  
this meeting of the Council has provided to review the issues 
involved in the administration of the Holy Sites, the status cf 
Jerusalem, and in addition the question of Israeli settlements
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in the occupied territories. Nov/ as to prospective action by 
this Council, my Government will apply three tests:

—  First, do the facts and judgement on which the
resolution is based correspond to the actual situation?
Facts.

-- Second, will the Council's action in practice advance 
the proper administration of the areas involved?

—  and most important of all, will the Council's action 
help or hinder the peaceful settlement process, the 
framework for which was established by Security Council 
Resolutions 242 and 338?
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12. Draf t Reso lut ion  of Marc h 24, 1976 (U .S.  Veto)

B en in , Guyana,  P a k is ta n , Panam a an d U nit ed
R ep ublic o f  T an za nia : d r a f t  r e s o lu ti o n

The S e c u r it y  C o u n cil ,

Hav ing  c o n si d e re d  re c e n t de ve lo pm en ts  in  th e  occu p ie d  Ara b t e r r i t o r i e s ,

De ep ly  co nce rn ed  a t th e  s e r io u s  s i t u a t i o n  whi ch  has a r is e n  in  th e se  
t e r r i t o r i e s  as  a  r e s u l t  o f co n ti nued  I s r a e l i  o ccu p a ti o n ,

Deeply co nce rn ed  fu r th e r  a t th e  m ea su re s ta k e n  by  th e  I s r a e l i  a u th o r i t ie s  
le a d in g  to  th e  p re s e n t gra ve  s i t u a t i o n , in c lu d in g  m ea su re s aim ed  a t  ch an gi ng  th e  
p h y s ic a l,  c u l t u r a l ,  de mog raph ic  and r e l ig io u s  c h a ra c te r  o f  th e  occ upie d  t e r r i t o r i e s  
and, in  p a r t i c u l a r ,  th e  C it y  o f Je ru sa le m , th e  e s ta b li sh m e n t o f  I s r a e l i  s e tt le m e n ts  
in  th e  occu p ie d  t e r r i t o r i e s  and o th e r v io la t io n s  o f  th e  human r ig h t s  o f th e  
in h a b it a n ts  o f th o se  t e r r i t o r i e s ,

Em ph as iz ing th e  in a d m is s ib il it y  o f  th e  a c q u i s it io n  o f t e r r i t o r y  by  war ,

R eca ll in g  and  re a ff ir m in g  th e  r e s o lu ti o n s  o f  th e  G ener al  Assem bly  an d th e  
S e c u r it y  C ou nc il  c a l l in g  upo n I s r a e l  to  re s c in d  a l l  m ea su re s a lr e a d y  ta k e n  and to  
d e s i s t  fro m ta k in g  any f u r th e r  a c ti o n  wh ich wo uld  a l t e r  th e  s ta tu s  o f  th e  C ity  o f 
Jeru sa le m  and  th e  c h a ra c te r  o f  th e  occ upie d  Ara b t e r r i t o r i e s ,

Not in g t h a t ,  n o tw it h s ta n d in g  th e  a fo re m entioned  r e s o lu t io n s ,  I s r a e l  p e r s i s t s  
in  i t s  p o li c y  ai m in g a t ch an gi ng  th e  p h y s ic a l , c u l t u r a l ,  de mog raph ic  and  re l ig io u s  
c h a ra c te r  o f th e  C it y  o f  Je ru sa le m  in  p a r t i c u l a r ,

R ea ff ir m in g  th e  u rg e n t ne ed  fo r  e s ta b l i s h in g  a J u s t  and l a s t i n g  pe ac e in  th e  
M iddle E a s t ,

1 . D ep lo re s I s r a e l 's  f a i l u r e  to  pu t a s to p  to  a c ti o n s  an d p o l ic ie s  te n d in g  
to  change  th e  s ta tu s  o f th e  C it y  o f Je ru sa le m  an d to  re s c in d  m ea su re s a lr e a d y  
ta k en  to  th a t  e f f e c t ;

2 . C all s  on I s r a e l ,  pe nd in g th e  sp ee dy  te rm in a ti o n  o f i t s  o c cu p a ti o n , to  
r e f r a in  fro m a l l  mea su re s a g a in s t th e  Ar ab  in h a b it a n ts  o f  th e  occu pie d  t e r r i t o r i e s ;

3.  C a ll s  on I s r a e l  to  re s p e c t and up ho ld  th e  i n v io l a b i l i t y  o f th e  Ho ly 
P la ces  wh ich a re  un der  i t s  occupati on  and to  d e s i s t  fro m th e  e x p ro p r ia ti o n  o f o r 
en cr oa ch m en t upon  Ar ab  la n d s  an d p ro p e r ty  o r th e  e s ta b li sh m e n t o f I s r a e l i  
s e tt le m e n ts  th e re o n  in  th e  occu p ie d  Ar ab  t e r r i t o r i e s  and to  d e s i s t  fro m a l l  o th e r  
a c t io n s  and p o l ic ie s  d e s ig n e d  to  ch an ge  th e  le g a l  s t a tu s  o f th e  C it y  o f Je ru sa le m  
and to  re s c in d  m ea su re s a lr e a d y  ta k en  to  t h a t  e f f e c t ;

*». D ec id es  t o  kee p th e  s i tu a t io n  under c o n s ta n t a t te n t io n  w it h  a  vi ew  to  
m ee ting  a gain  sh ou ld  c ir c u m sta n c e s  so  r e q u i r e .
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13. U.S.  Sta te m ent

UNITED NATIONS MISSION 
TO THE UNITED NATIONS

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE P re ss  R ele as e USUM-38 (76)
March 25 , 1976

Sta te m en t by Am bassador W ill ia m  W. S c ra n to n , U nited  S ta te s  

R e p re se n ta ti v e  to  th e  U ni te d N ati o n s , in  th e  S e c u r it y  C ouncil , in  

e x p la n a ti o n  o f vo te  b e fo re  th e  vo te  on th e  r e s o lu t io n  concern in g  th e  

s i tu a t io n  in  th e  occ upie d  t e r r i t o r i e s ,  March  25 , 1976 .

Mr. P re s id e n t,  I wa nt onc e more to  re co g n iz e  and a p p re c ia te  th e  
comments th a t  th re e  o r fo u r of th e  r e p r e s e n ta t iv e s  made t h i s  morning  
in  g iv in g  me a warm welcome to  t h i s  C ou nci l and  I  am in de ed  g r a te f u l  
fo r  th e i r  ve ry  ki nd  com ments . I t  re m in ds  me, in c id e n ta l ly ,  th a t  i t  
i s  in  some c o n tr a s t to  th e  welcome th a t  I had  o u ts id e  th i s  C ou nc il 
to day . I dare  sa y th a t  I  have  now w r it te n  a new re co rd  in  r e p re 
s e n t a t i v e s ’ re co rd s to  t h i s  Cou nc il th a t  I d o n 't  th in k  any body e ls e  
can ma tch  by ha vin g a dem onst ra ti on  re q u e s ti n g  my o u s te r  hard ly  
b e fo re  I  have  s a t down.

Sec ondly , I  would  l ik e  to  say to  th e  d is ti n g u is h e d  re p re s e n ta 
t iv e  from P a k is ta n  how much I a p p re c ia te  th e  comments th a t  he ha s 
made to  me, in  a ve ry  q u ie t and d e l ib e ra te  way , a few moments ago 
addre ss ed  to  me and q u o ti n g  some o f th e  comments th a t  I made on 
b e h a lf  o f my governm en t on Tu esda y.  And, s i r ,  I  s h a l l  t r y  to  re sp ond  
and ex p la in  ou r vote  in  th e  same q u ie t and d e l ib e ra te  way,  b r i e f l y .

The d is ti n g u is h e d  re p re s e n ta t iv e  from P ak is ta n  ha s qu ot ed  to  
you  th e  th re e  t e s t s  th a t  I  la id  ou t in  th a t  in te rv e n t io n  on Tu es da y.
I  s h a l l  not re p e a t them . But  th ey  a re  th e  t e s t s  th a t  ha ve  be en  
c a re fu ll y  mea su red by my Gov ernmen t and when I sa y c a re fu ll y  I  mean 
J u s t th a t wo rd.  We ha ve  c a re fu ll y  mea su red th e  d r a f t  re s o lu ti o n  
th a t  i s  now b e fo re  a l l  o f you a g a in s t th e se  c r i t e r i a  and co nc lu de d 
th a t i t  f a i l s  to  meet th e  c r i t e r i a ,  e s p e c ia ll y  bec au se  i t  r e f l e c t s  
o r la n l lp s  in dr ^^ nr -,  -.ji ic ii  on ba la nce  do not co rr es pond to  th e  a c tu a l 
s i tu a t io n  a rp a . P a rt s  of  th e  r e s o l u t i on, fo r  ex am pl e. ' a re
ba se d on th e  jud gm en t t h a t I s r a e l  i s  p e r s i s t in g  in  a p o li c y  ajm pc _a - 
c h p n - l r -  t h e  r e l i g i o n s  c h a ra c te r  o f th e  C ity  o f  Je ru sa le m . We 
b e li e v e , my Govei-nment and  I ,  th a t  t h i s  co n c lu s io n  i s  in c o r r e c t .
Q ui te  to  th e  c o n tr a ry  we th in k  I s r a e l ' s  a d m in is tr a ti o n  of th e  ho ly  
p la c e s  in  Je ru sa le m  ha s l i t e r a l l y  and  a c ti v e ly  min im ized lunslUO .

Sec ondly , and I th in k  th i s  i s  extr em el y  im p o rt a n t,  you  w i l l  «
rem emb er th a t  one  of th e  te s t s  was w he th er  th e  C o u n c il 's  a c ti o n  
would  help  or h in d e r th e  peacefu l s e tt le m e n t p ro c e s s . On Tuesd ay 
I  sa id  to  you  th a t  my Gov ernm ent ha s co mm itted  i t s e l f  to  do a l l  i t  
can to  b ri n g  ab out  a s e tt le m e n t.  We ta ke  a ba ck  s e a t to  no n a ti o n  
in  th i s  re g a rd . We a re  en ga ge d,  as  I sa id  th e n , a t th i s  moment in  »
an  e f f o r t  to  re g a in  momentum in  th e  n e g o ti a ti n g  pro cess  th a t  ha s 
bro ught some unusu al p ro g re ss . And I  th in k  i t  i s  f a i r  to  say th a t  
th e re  ha s be en  more p ro g re ss  in  t h i s  e f f o r t  th a n  anyth in g  e ls e  th a t 
ha s be en  undert aken  s in c e  th e  1967 w ar , a lt hough  we a re  as  aw are  as 
ev er yo ne  e ls e  th a t  th e re  must be more.  I t  i s  ou r b e li e f  and ou r 
s t ro n -  f e e l in g  th a t th i s  d r a f t  r e s o lu ti o n  would no t help  in  th a t -

1
 p e a c e fu l se tt le m e n t p r o c e s s . And bec au se  th e  d r a f t  f a i le d  in  our
Jud gm ent to  meet th e  t e s t s  th a t  we bro ught to  yo u,  and w hic h-I  
b ro ught to  th e  a t t e n t io n  of  you on Tue sd ay , in  th e  vote  th a t i s  
fo rt hcom in g  th e  U ni ted S ta te s  w i l l  v o te  no .
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14. Draft Resolution of J anuary 23, 1976 (U .S. Veto)

D ra ft  re s o lu t io n :  B en in , Gu yana , P a k is ta n , Panama , Rom ania
an d U nit ed  R ep ubli c  o f  T anzania  .

The S e c u r it y  C o u n c il ,

Hav ing co n sid e re d  th e  it em  e n t i t l e d  "The M iddle E ast nrob le m  in c lu d in g  t h e  
P a le s t in ia n  q u e s ti o n " , in  acc ord an ce  w it h  i t s  re s o lu t io n  321 (1 97 5)  o f 
30 Ilo ve nh er  19 75 ,

Ha ving  heard  th e  r e p re s e n ta t iv e s  o f  p a r t i e s  concern ed , in c lu d in g  th e  
P a le s t in e  L ib e ra ti o n  O rg a n iz a ti o n , r e p re s e n ta ti v e  o f th e  P a le s t in ia n  p e o p le ,

Con vinc ed  t h a t  th e  q u e sti o n  o f P a le s t in e  i s  th e  co re  o f th e  c o n f l i c t  in  th e  
M iddle E a s t,

E xpre ss in g  i t s  co nce rn  over th e  c o n ti n u in g  d e te r io r a t io n  o f th e  s i t u a t i o n  in  
th e  M iddle E a s t,  an d deep ly  d e p lo ri n g  I s r a e l 's  p e r s is te n c e  in  i t s  o c cu p a ti o n  o f 
Arab t e r r i t o r i e s  an d i t s  r e f u s a l  to  im plem en t th e  re le v a n t U nit ed  N ati ons 
r e s o lu t io n s ,

R eaff ir m in g  th e  p r in c ip le  o f in a d m is s ib i l i ty  o f  a c q u i s i t io n  o f t e r r i t o r i e s  
by  th e  t h r e a t  o r u se  o f fo r c e ,

R eaff ir m in g  f u r th e r  th e  n e c e s s it y  o f  th e  e s ta b li sh m e n t o f  a j u s t  an d l a s t i n g  
pe ac e in  th e  re g io n  base d  on  f u l l  re s p e c t fo r  th e  C h art e r o f th e  U nit ed  N ations 
as  w e ll  as  fo r  i t s  re s o lu t io n s  conce rn in g  th e  pr ob le m  o f  th e  M iddle E ast  
in c lu d in g  th e  q u e sti o n  o f  P a le s t in e ,

1 . A ff ir m s :

(a ) Tha t th e  P a le s t in ia n  peop le  shou ld  be  enab le d  to  e x e rc is e  i t s  in a li e n a b le  
n a ti o n a l r i g h t  o f s e lf -d e te rm in a ti o n , in c lu d in g  th e  r ig h t  to  e s ta b l i s h  an  
in dependen t s t a t e  in  P a le s t in e  in  acc ord an ce  w ith  th e  C h art e r o f th e  U nit ed  N a ti o n s;

(b ) The  r ig h t  o f P a le s t in ia n  re fu g e e s  w is hin g  to  r e tu rn  to  t h e i r  homes 
and l iv e  a t pea ce  w ith  t h e i r  neig hbours  to  do so  an d th e  r i g h t  o f th o se  ch oosi ng  
n o t to  r e tu rn  to  re c e iv e  co m pe ns at io n fo r  t h e i r  p ro p e r ty ;

(c ) Th at  I s r a e l  sh ou ld  w ithd ra w  fro m a l l  th e  Arab t e r r i t o r i e s  oc cu pie d  
s in c e  Ju ne  19 67 ;

(d ) Tha t a o o ro p r ia te  a rr angem ents  sh ou ld  be  e s ta b li s h e d  to  g u a ra n te e , in  
acc ord an ce  w it h  th e  C h art e r o f th e  U n it ed  N a ti o n s , th e  s o v e re ig n ty , t e r r i t o r i a l  
i n t e g r i t y  an d p o l i t i c a l  in dep en den ce  o f  a l l  -.t-’.tas in  th e  a n a  an d t. n e ir  r i r h t  to  
l i v e  in  ne ac c w it h in  s sc u re  an d re co g n iz ed  b o u n d a ii e s ;

2 . D ec id es  t h a t  th e  p ro v is io n s  c o n ta in e d  in  para gra ph  1 sh ou ld  be  ta k en  
f u l l y  in to  accoun t in  a l l  in te r n a t i o n a l  e f f o r t s  an d con fe re nces  o rg an iz ed  
w it h in  th e  fram ew or k o f th e  U nit ed  N a ti o n s  fo r  th e  e s ta b li sh m e n t o f a j u s t  and  
l a s t i n g  pea ce  in  th e  M iddle E a s t;

3 . R eauest s  th e  S e c re ta ry -G e n e ra l to  ta k e  a l l  th e  n e ce ssa ry  s te p s  as  soon 
as  p o s s ib le  f o r  th e  im ple m enta ti on  o f th e  p ro v is io n s  o f t h i s  r e s o lu t io n  an d to  
r e n o r t to  th e  S e c u r it y  C ouncil  on th e  p ro g re s s  ach ie v e d ;

1|. D ec id es  to  co nv en e w it h in  a  p e ri o d  o f  s ix  mon ths to  c o n s id e r th e  
r e p o r t  by  th e  S e c re ta ry -G e n e ra l re g a rd in g  th e  im ple m enta ti on  o f t h i s  r e s o lu t io n ,  
an d in  o rd e r t o  purs ue  i t s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  re g a rd in g  su ch  im ple m enta ti on .

6 1 -2 53  0 - 8 0 - 9
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15. U .S . Statem ent

U n it e d  S t a t e s  M is s io n  t o  t h e  U n it e d  N a t io n s

PRESS RELEASE
799 Unit ed  N ations Plaza 

N ew Yo«k, N. Y. 10017

FOR RELEASE ON DELIVERY 
CHECK TEXT AGAINST DELIVERY

Press Release USUN-10(76) 
January 26, 1976

Statement by Ambassador Daniel P. Moynihan, United States 
Representative to the United Nations, in the Security Council, 
in explanation of vote on the Middle East problem including the 
Palestinian question, January 26, 1976.

The United States has not lightly cast a negative vote against the resolution that was before us. We voted no only after long and conscientious consideration and with the realization that we must keep foremost in mind a greater goal beyond this Council Chamber.I want to make clear our reasons for voting as we did —  and the seriousness with which my Government first weighed the views expressed in this debate. As witness to our intent and purpose the Department of State of the United States at this moment is re
leasing a statement that more completely sets out United States EastSpeaceh e r e  t h i S  d e b a t e  h a s  l e ^t u s  i n  o u r  search for a Middle

To briefly state that position we concluded that our responsibility to seek further progress toward an overall peace settlement in the Middle East required us, even if we stood alone, to preserve the framework for negotiations established in Security Council Resolution 242 and 338. The provisions that were before us were such that we considered the negotiating framework would have been altered in ways that would have been seriously harmful to the future of the peacemaking process. We understand the reasons behind many of the ideas that have been presented here and we are not closing the door to the introduction into the negotiating process of considerations that have not yet been addressed. Rather we wish to emphasize that it is better to go forward with the agreed basis that does exist, to utilize it to the best of our ability, and to see it evolve in a manner that will make it more useful rather than running the risk of destroying it.
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On January 19, Mr. President, I made before this Council a short 
statement of the United States position on changes to the agreed 
framework for negotiation. I said then that changes imposed, what
ever the intentions and with whatever justification, but neverthe
less imposed, would not work. That is a point that I would like to 
make again today. The United States negative vote on the resolu
tion was not based on antipathy to the aspirations of Palestinians, 
but rather on the conviction that the passage of that resolution 
would not ameliorate their condition nor be the most effective way 
of addressing the long-neglected problem of their future in the 

■J context of an overall statement.
It is not a question of whether but how to make progress toward 

the goal we all profess.

# On behalf of the United States, Sir, I wish to thank the
President of the Council for his statesmanship and leadership that 
has piloted us all through important and far-ranging deliberations.
I wish to congratulate all members who have spoken here for the 
thoughtfulness and measured tones of their positions. Surely 
this approach is constructive and helpful to the parties that 
must soon proceed to negotiation of all the issues before them —  
to matters of procedure, the question of additional participation, 
and the matters of substance such as withdrawal from occupied 
territories, the right of all states in the area to live within 
secure and recognized borders, and reciprocal obligations of the 
parties to live in peace with each other.

When we first began our deliberations the United States made it 
clear that we wished to avoid confrontation and to produce positive 
results to aid in the search for peace. Many, we know, will be 
disappointed that we do not have a resolution to use and to refer 
to, but for our part let me say that we have nonetheless profited 
from the various views that have been expressed and we have in
creased our understanding of the enormous complexities before us 
all. Armed with the positive suggestions that have been made, 
fortified by the seriousness and concern of all who have participate1 
the United States pledges to you —  to you all and to the United 
Nations that we will persevere in the search for peace, that 
we will make use of the framework for negotiation that has been 
preserved, and that we will do our best. We need the cooperation 
of all of you to make these efforts succeed —  I hope you will 
join us and help us in this quest and as. it recommences for the 
United States it is a matter of special import to know that we have 
the unfailing and determined efforts of the Secretary General with 
us in this matter. Thank you.

* * * * *



16. Resolution 298, September 25, 1971

Resolution 298 (1971)  
of  25  September 1971

7/ ; - P-- .—•«,.
Recalling its resolutions 252 119bS) ol 21 May u o o  

and 267 (19 69) of 3 July 1969 and the earlier Gen
eral Asembly resolutions 2253 (ES-V)  and 2254 
(ES -V)  of 4 and 14 July 1967 concerning measures 
and actions by Israel designed to change the status of 
the Israeli-occupied section of Jerusalem,

Having considered the letter of the Pe rmanent Repre
sentative of Jordan on the situation in Jerusalem** and 
the reports of the Secretary-General,’4 and having heard 
the statements of the parties concerned on the question,

Reaffirming  the principle that acquisition of terri 
tory by military conquest is inadmissible,

Noting with concern the non-compliance by Israel 
with the above-mentioned resolutions,

Noting with concern also that since the adoption of 
the above-mentioned resolutions Israel has taken 
further measures designed to change the status and 
characte r of the occupied section of Jerusalem.

1. Reaffirms its resolutions 252 (19 68) and 267 
(196 9) ;

2. Deplores the failure of Israel to respect the 
previous resolutions adopted by the United Nations 
concerning measures and actions by Israel purporting 
to affect the status  of the City of Jerusalem;

3. Confirms in the clearest possible terms that all 
legislative and administrative actions taken by Israel to 
change the status of the City of Jerusalem, including 
expropr iation of land and properties, transfer of popu-

>ns and legislation aimed at the incorporat ion of 
the occupied section, are totally invalid and ca nnot  
change that status;

4. Urgently calls upon Israel to rescind all previous 
measures and actions and to take no further steps in 
the occupied section of Jerusalem which may purport 
to change the status of the City or which would 
prejudice the rights of the inhabitants  and the interests 
of the international community, or a just and lasting 
peace;

5. Requests  the Secretary-General, in consultation 
with the President of the Security Council and using 
such instrumentalities as he may choose, including a 
representative or a mission, to report to the Council as 
appropr iate and in any event within sixty days on the 
implementat ion of the present resolution.

Ado pted  a t the 1582nd me et
ing by Id  vote s to none, with  
1 abstention (Syrian Ar ab  
Re pu bli c).

m  ib id ., docum ent  S /1 03 13.
S« Ibid ., Twe ntv-s eeond Year,  Sup plement lor July, August 

and Sep tem ber  1967,  doc um ents S/ 80 52  and  S/814 6;  ibid.,  
Twe nty- fourth Year, Supplem ent for  Ap ril , Ma y and  June 1969,  doc um ents S/9149  and  A dd .l;  ibid .. Supplemen t for 
October,  Novem ber and  Dec ember  1969 , doc um ent  S/ 95 37 ; 
ibid., Twenty- sixth  Year, Supplement fo r January, February 
and Marc h 1971 , docum ent  S/1 0124 ; ibid .. Supplem ent for  
Ap ril , May  and June 1971,  doc um ent  S/1 01 24/ A dd .l ; and 
ibid .. Sup plement for  July,  August and Sep tem ber  1971, docu 
me nt S/ 10 12 4/Add .2 .
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17. U.S. Statement

UNITED STATES DELEGATION 
TO TI.E GENERAL ASSEMELY

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE Press Release USUN-147(71)
September 25, 1971

Statement by Ambassador George Bush, United States Representative 

to the United Rations, in the Security Council, on Jerusalem, 
September 25, 1971.

Once again we have met to consider Jerusalem, an issue of 
long standing in this body and other organs of the United Rations. 
In our vie.-;, the ultimate status of Jerusalem should be determined 
through negotiation and agreement between the governments of 
Israel and Jordan in the context of an overall peace settlement, 
taking into account the int.rests of its inhabitants, of the 
international religious communities who hold It sacred and of 
other countries in the area.

In December 1969, Secretary Rogers stated: "We have made 
clear repeatedly in the past two and one-half years that we 
cannot accept unilateral actions by any party to decide the final 
status of the city. The Secretary then delineated a number of 
principles which in our view would provide an equitable framework 
for a final Jerusalem settlement:

1. Jerusalem should be a unified city.
2. There should be open access to the unified city for 

persons of all faiths and nationalities.

3. Administrative arrangements for the unified city should 
take into account the interest of all its inhabitants 
and of the Christian, Jewish, and Muslim communities; and

4. There should be roles for both Israel and Jordan In the 
civic, economic and religious life of the city.

Earlier in 1969 in this hall, my distinguished predecessor, 
Charles Yost, addressed himself more specifically to the kinds of 
matters whicn are responsible for our presence here today. Ke 
said, and let me just review it briefly: 'The expropriation or 
confiscation of land, the construction of housing on such land, 
the demolition or confiscation of buildings, including those having
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historic or religious significance, and the application of Israeli 
law to occupied portions of the city are detrimental to our common 
interests in the city. ' He noted as well that the United States 
considers that part of Jerusalem which came under Israeli control 
like other areas occupied by Israel in the June 1967 war, as 
occupied territory and thereby subject to the provisions of inter
national law governing the rights and obligations of an occupying power.

We regret Israel's failure to acknowledge its obligations Kunder the Fourth Geneva Convention as well as its actions which 
are contrary to the letter and spirit of this Convention. We are 
distressed that the actions of Isreal in the occupied portion of 
Jerusalem give rise to understandable concern that the eventual 
disposition of the occupied section of Jerusalem may be prejudiced. *The Report of the Secretary General on the Work of the Organiza
tion, 1970-71, reflects the concern of many Governments over 
changes in the face of this city. We have on a number of occasions 
discussed this matter with the Government of Israel, stressing the/ 
need to take more fully into account the sensitivities and concerns- 
of others. Unfortunately, the response of the Government of 
Israel has been disappointing.

All of us understand, as I indicated earlier in these remarks, 
that Jerusalem has a very special place in the Judaic tradition, 
one which has great meaning for Jews throughout the world. At 
the same time Jerusalem holds a special place in the hearts of many millions of Christians and Moslems "throughout the 'world. In 
this regard, I want to state clearly that we believe Israel's 
respect for the Holy Places has indeed been exemplary. But an 
Israeli occupation policy made up of unilaterally determined 
practices cannot help promote a just and lasting peace any more 
than that cause was served by the status quo in Jerusalem prior 
to June 1967 which, I want to make clear, we did not like and we 
do not advocate re-establishing.

In conclusion, I would note that the resolution before us 
today, as in the past, calls for a report on the situation in 
Jerusalem. We have supported this resolution not because we agree 
fully with every provision in It; some elements in it in fact, as 
I mentioned to our distinguished colleague from Somalia, gave us 
difficulty. But we have supported this resolution out of the 
belief that it was time to reiterate our concern that nothing be 
done in Jerusalem that can prejudice an ultimate and peaceful solution.
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18. Resolution 271, September 15, 1969

Resolution 271 (19 69) 
of 15 September  1969

The Security Council,
Grieved at the extensive damage caused by arson 

to the Holy A1 Aqsa Mosque in Jerusalem on 21 Au
gust 196 9 under the military occupation of Israel,

Mindful of the consequent loss to human culture,
Having heard the statements made before the Coun

cil reflecting the universal outrage caused by the act 
of sacrilege in one of the most venerated shrines of 
mankind,

Recalling its resolutions 25 2 (1 9 6 8 ) of 21 May 
19 68  and 26 7 (1 9 6 9 ) of 3 July 1969 and the earlier 
General Assembly resolutions 22 53  (ES- V)  and 22 54  
(ES- V)  of 4 and 14 July 1967 , respectively, concern
ing measures and actions by Israel affecting the status 
of the City of Jerusalem,

Reaffirming the established principle that acquisi
tion of territory  by military conquest is inadmissible,

1. Reaffirms its resolutions 25 2 (1 9 6 8 ) and 26 7 
(1 9 6 9 );

2. Recognizes that any act of destruction or profa
nation of the Holy Places, religious buildings and sites 
in Jerusalem or any encouragement of, or connivance 
at, any such act may seriously endanger international 
peace and security;

3. Determines that the execrable act of desecration 
and profanation of the Holy AJ Aqsa Mosque empha
sizes the immediate necessity of Israel’s desisting from 
acting in violation of the aforesaid resolutions and re
scinding forthwith all measures and actions taken by it 
designed to alter the status of Jerusalem;

4. Calls upon Israel scrupulously to observe the p ro
visions of the Geneva Conven tions13 and international 
law governing military occupat ion and to refrain from 
causing any hindrance to the discharge of the estab
lished functions of the Supreme Moslem Council of 
Jerusalem, including any co-operation  that Council may 
desire from countries with predom inantly Moslem popu 
lation and from Moslem communities in relation to its 
plans for the maintenance and repair of the Islamic 
Holy Places in Jerusalem;

5. Condemns the failure of Israel to comply with 
the aforementioned resolutions and calls upon it to im
plement forthwith the provisions of these resolutions;

6. Reiterates the determination  in paragraph 7 of 
resolution 26 7 (1 9 6 9 ) that, in the  event of a negative 
response or no response, the Security Council shall con
vene without delay to consider what furth er action 
should be taken in this matter;

7. Requests the Secretary-General to follow closely 
the implementation of the presen t resolution and to re
port thereon to the Security Council at the earliest 
possible date.

Ado pted  at the 1512th me et
ing by  11 vot es to  none, 
with  4 abs tent ions  (C olom 
bia, Finland, Paraguay, 
Un ited  States of  Am eri ca).

i» Geneva Conventions of  12 August 1949 (United  Nations,  
Treaty Series, vol. 75 (1 95 0) , Nos. 970-973).



19. U.S.  Statement by Ambassador Charles W. Yost, of J uly 1, 1969

UNITED STATES MISSION 
TO THE UNITED NATIONS

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE P re ss  R e le ase  USUN -7O(69)
J u ly  1 , 1969

S ta te m en t by Am ba ssad or  C h a rl e s  W. Y o st,  U n it ed  S ta te s  R e p re se n ta 

t i v e  to  th e  U n it ed  N a ti o n s , in  th e  S e c u r it y  C o u n c il , on th e  

s i t u a t i o n  in  Je ru sa le m , J u ly  1 , 1969.

Once a g a in  th e  C o u n c il  h as bee n summoned t o  d e a l  w it h  c e r t a in  
a c t io n s  ta k e n  by  th eG ov er nm er .t o f I s r a e l  in  Je ru sa le m . We ha ve  
l i s t e n e d  c a r e f u l l y  t o  th e  s ta te m e n ts  o f  th e  Per m an en t R e p re se n ta 
t i v e  o f  Jo rd a n  an d o th e r  Ar ab  A m bas sa dors , a s w e l l  as th e  
r e p ly  o f  th e  R e p re s e n ta ti v e  o f  I s r a e l .

The  d is c u s s io n  th u s  f a r  has made am ply c l e a r  t h a t  th e  s t a tu s  
o f  Je ru sa le m  i s  n o t an  i s o l a t e d  pro b le m , b u t ,  r a th e r ,  an  i n t e g r a l  
p a r t  o f  a wh ole co mplex  o f  i s s u e s  in  th e  c u r re n t  M id dl e E a s te rn  
c o n f l i c t  whi ch  mus t be  r e s o lv e d . T h is  i s  n o t a  n o v e l c o n c lu s io n .
The C o uncil  c l e a r l y  re c o g n iz e d  t h a t  f a c t  in  R e so lu ti o n  242, whi ch  
t r e a t s  th e  e n t i r e  M id dl e E a s te rn  s i t u a t i o n  a s  a p a ck ag e . T h is  
r e s o lu t i o n  re m ain s th e  b a s i s  o f ou r appro ach  t o  a j u s t  and l a s t i n g  
p eace  in  th e  a r e a .  You a re  a l l  w e ll  aw are o f  th e  s tr e n u o u s  e f f o r t s  

my own Go ve rnment i s  m ak in g t o  h e lp  Amba ssad or  J a r r i n g  pr om ot e 
a  p e a c e f u l  s e t t l e m e n t .  P ro g re ss  in  th e s e  e f f o r t s  h a s , a d m it te d ly , 
be en  sl ow . T h is  i s  p e rh ap s  n o t  s u r p r i s in g  when one r e f l e c t s  on 
how dee p th e  ro o ts  o f  th e  c o n f l i c t  go . Bu t th e  im p o rta n t th in g  i s  
t h a t  some p ro g re s s  i s  b e in g  mad e.  The  f a c t  t h a t  i t  has n o t be en  
cr ow ne d w it h  d ra m a ti c  su c c e ss  sh o u ld  n o t g iv e  g ro unds f o r  d e s p a ir . 
Nor sh o u ld  i t  be  e x p lo i te d  a s j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  a c t i o n s ,  w hi ch  w i l l  
make  grea ter p ro g re s s  ev en  more d i f f i c u l t .  T h is  a p p l ie s  t o  a c t io n s  in  
Je ru sa le m  as e ls ew h ere  in  th e  a r e a .  In d e ed , Je ru sa le m  o c cu p ie s  a 
v e ry  s p e c ia l  p la c e  in  a l l  o u r m inds  an d a l l  o u r h e a r t s  as  on e o f th e  
h o l i e s t  c i t i e s  in  th e  e n t i r e  w o rl d . For Je ru sa le m  i s  a sa c re d  sh r in e  
to  th r e e  o f  th e  w o r ld 's  l a r g e s t  an d o ld e s t  r e l i g i o u s  f a i t h s :
I s la m , C h r i s t i a n i ty  an d Ju d a is m . 3.v v i r t u e  of  t h a t  f a c t  th e  U n it ed  
S ta te s  has al w ay s c o n s id e re d  t h a t  Je ru sa le m  e n jo y s  a un iq u e  i n t e r 
n a t i o n a l  s ta n d in g  and t h a t  no  a c t io n  sh o u ld  be  ta k e n  th e r e  w it h o u t 
f u l l  re g a rd  t o  J e ru s a le m 's  s p e c ia l  h i s to r y  an d s p e c ia l  p la c e  in  
th e  w orl d  co mmun ity . U n fo r tu n a te ly  th e r e  ha ve  been  a c t s  o f  many
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k.In dc which  have  brok en  th e  pea ce  in  Je ru sa le m  and  wh ich  a re  of 
deep co nc er n to  my Government and  to  th e in te rn a t io n a l com munity .
Mr. P re s id e n t,  we under st an d th e  deep em ot io na l co nc er ns  wh ich  move 
a l l  p a r t ie s  to  th e  A ra b -Is ra e li  d is p u te  on th e  su b je c t o f Je ru sa le m . 
We do no t b e li e v e , howe ver, th a t  an y o f th e se  co nc er ns  a re  se rv ed  
by what i s  now ta k in g  p la ce  in  E as t Je ru sa le m , whe ther  i t  be 
a c ti o n s  by th ose  now e x e rc is in g  a u th o r it y  th e re  o r by  in d iv id u a ls  
c o n si d e ri n g  th em se lv es  aggri ev ed  and  th e re fo re  ju s t i f i e d  in  
r e s o r ti n g  to  v io le n c e . The e x p ro p r ia ti o n  o r c o n fi sc a ti o n  o f la n d , 
th e  c o n s tr u c ti o n  of  ho us in g on such  la n d , th e  dem oli ti on  o r co n
f i s c a t io n  o f b u il d in g s , in c lu d in g  th ose  hav in g h is to r i c  o r re li g io u s  
s ig n if ic a n c e , and th e  a p p li c a ti o n  of I s r a e l i  law to  oc cu pi ed  
p o rt io n s  of  th e  c i ty  are  d e tr im e n ta l to  ou r common in t e r e s t s  in  th e  
c i t y .  The U ni ted S ta te s  co n si d ers  th a t  th e  p a r t o f Je ru sa le m  th a t 
came un de r th e  c o n tr o l of I s r a e l  in  th e  Ju ne  war , li k e  o th e r a re as 
oc cu pi ed  by I s r a e l ,  i s  oc cu pi ed  t e r r i t o r y  and  he nc e su b je c t to  th e  
p ro v is io n s  o f in te rn a t io n a l law go ve rn in g th e  r ig h ts  and  o b li g a ti o n s  
o f an oc cu py ing powe r. Among th e  p ro v is io n s  o f in te rn a t io n a l law 
which  b in d I s r a e l ,  as  th ey  wou ld b in d any o ccu p ie r,  a re  th e  p ro 
v is io n s  th a t  th eoccup ie r ha s no r ig h t to . make ch an ge s in  lavzs or in  
a d m in is tr a ti o n  o th e r th an  th ose  wh ich  ar e^ 5S ?e % ?ixa ted by h is  
s e c u r it y  i n t e r e s t ,  and th a t  an  occup ie r may n o t c o n fi sc a te  o r 

d e s tr o y  p r iv a te  p ro p e rt y . The p a tt e rn  of behavio r au th o ri zed  un de r 
th e  Geneva Co nv en tio n and In te rn a t io n a l lav; i s  c le a r :  th e  occup ie r 
mus t m ai nt ai n th e  oc cu pied  a re a  as  in ta c t  and u n a lt e re d  as  p o s s ib le , 
w ithout in te r f e r in g  w ith th e  cu stom ar y l i f e  o f th e  a re a , and 
any changes must be n e c e s s it a te d  by im me diate  ne ed s of  th e  
occupati on . I  re g re t to  sa y th a t  th e  a c ti o n s  of  I s r a e l  in  th e  
oc cu pied  p o rt io n  o f Je ru sa le m  p re se n t a d i f f e r e n t  p ic tu r e , one 
wh ich  g iv es r i s e  to  unders ta ndab le  co nc er ns th a t  th e  even tu a l 
d is p o s it io n  o f Eas t Je ru sa le m  may be p re ju d ic e d  and th e  
r ig h ts  and a c t i v i t i e s  of  th e  po p u la ti o n  are  a lr e a d y  bei ng a ffe c te d  
and a lt e re d .

My Governm ent re g re ts  and dep lo re s th i s  p a tt e rn  of a c t i v i t y ,  
and i t  ha s so info rm ed  th e  Governm ent of I s r a e l  on numerou s 
occ asi ons si nce  Ju ne  1967* We have  c o n s is te n tl y  re fu se d  to  
re co gniz e th ese  mea su res as  hav in g any th in g  b u t a p ro v is io n a l 
c h a ra c te r  and do no t accep t them as  a f f e c ti n g  th e  u lt im a te  s ta tu s  
o f Je ru sa le m .

I  have exp la in ed  in  some d e ta i l  th e  op p o si ti o n  of  th e  U ni ted 
S ta te s  to  c e r ta in  mea su res ta ken  by  th e  Governm ent of I s r a e l  in  
Je ru sa le m , si nce  t h i s  i s  th e  p re c is e  o b je c t of th e  co m pl ai nt  bro ugh t 
befo re  us  by th e  Governm ent o f Jo rd an . But , as  I  su gge st ed  e a r l i e r ,  
we ca nn ot  lo g ic a l ly  and  i n t e l l i g e n t ly  co n si d e r th ep ro bl em  of 
Je ru sa le m  w ithout p u tt in g  i t  in  i t s  p ro p er p e rs p e c ti v e  — th e  Middle 
E as t s i tu a t io n  as  a who le.  In  t h i s  co n nec ti on , I  would r e c a l l  th a t  o 
one of th e  f i r s t  maj or  p o li c y  d e c is io n s  ta ken  by P re s id e n t Nixon 
a f t e r  assumi ng  o f f ic e  th i s  y ear was th a t  th e  U ni te d S ta te s  Govern

ment sh ou ld  ta k e  new in it ia ti v e s  in  h e lp in g  to  t r y  to  b ri n g  pe ac e in  
th e  Middle E a s t.  Fo r th e  p a s t se v e ra l months we have  be en  dev oti ng  
ou r b e s t e f f o r t s  to  th i s  ta s k . We s h a l l  con ti nue to  do so  but fo r  
th e se  e f f o r t s  to  su cc ee d we w il l re q u ir e  th e  goodw il l and 
coopera ti on  of th e  p a r t ie s  th em se lv es.  A ju s t  and la s t in g  pe ac e 
in  th e  Mi ddle E as t i s  lo ng  and  t r a g ic a l ly  ov er due . I t  w i l l  n o t be 
found th ro ugh t e r r o r  bomb ings , which in e v it a b ly  harm in noce nt



134

civilians, any more than through unilateral attempts to alter the status of Jerusalem. It will be found only through the instruments and processes of negotiation, accommodation and agreement. It will come only through the exercise by the parties of the utmost restraint -- not just along the cease-fire lines or in public statements, but also on the ground in Jerusalem itself.
In treating the problem of Jerusalem, since we deal with it in the context of the total situation in the Middle East, my Delegation will subject any proposal for Council action, first of all, to the test of whether that proposal is likely to help or hinder the peaceful settlement process. I hope all members will do likewise. For example, one constructive move the Council might make would be to request the parties to lay aside their recriminations, to desist from any action -- in Jerusalem or elsewhere -- that might be construed as prejudicing or prejudging a final, comprehensive settlement, a just and lasting peace. Thus, our consideration of the situation in Jerusalem could provide a fitting occasion on which to insist once more that the parties to a dispute which keeps the world's Holiest City in turmoil act responsibly to resolve the whole dispute and, until it is resolved, that they take no action anywhere which could further jeopardize its resolution.



135

20. Resolution 267, J uly 19, 1969

i-SSCLUI'lC I 267 (1 96 9)

Z.d-'p te d by  th e  S e c u r it y  C ou nci l £ t_ it s _  i46_5th _^e sl ir .s , 
on  3. J u ly  1969

The Sec u r i ty  C o u n cil ,

E e c a l_ li n g _ it s  r e s o lu ti o n  < j2  o f 21 Ja y  1968  en d th e  e a r l i e r  G ener al  Assemb ly 

re s o lu t io n s  2253 (SS-V ) an d 225 4 (ES-V)  o f  4 an d 14  J u ly  1967 r e s p e c ti v e ly  

co nce rn in g  m ea su re s ar.d a c t io n s  by  I s r a e l  a f f e c t in g  th e  s ta tu s  o f th e  C it y  o f 

Je ru sa le m ,

Ha vin g hear d  th e  s ta te m e n ts  o f th e  p a r t i e s  co nc er ne d on th e  q u e s ti o n ,

Ib t l n g th a t s in ce  th e  a d o p ti o n  o f  th e  abo ve- m en tion ed  r e s o lu t io n s  I s r a e l  h as  

ta ken  f u r th e r  m ea su re s te n d in g  to  ch an ge  th e  s t a t u s  o f th e  C it y  o f  Je ru sa le m ,

L e a ff ir m in g  th e  e s ta b li s h e d  p r in c ip le  t h a t  a c q u i s i t io n  o f t e r r i t o r y  by  m i l i t a r j  

conques t i s  in a d m is s ib le ,

1 . r e a ff ir m s  i t s  r e s o lu t io n  252 (1 968);

2.  D ep lo re s th e  f a i l u r e  o f  I s r a e l  to  show an y re g a rd  f o r  th e  G ener al  Assembly 

an d S e c u r it y  C ounci l r e s o lu ti o n s  m en tio ne d ab ov e;

3.  C en su re s in  th e  s tr o n g e s t te rm s a l l  m ea su re s ta k en  to  ch an ge  th e  s t a tu s  
o f  th e  C it y  o f  Jer usa le m ;

4 . Con fir m s t h a t  a l l  l e g i s l a t i v e  an d a d m in is tr a ti v e  m ea su re s an d a c t io n s  by 

I s r a e l  which  p u rp o r t to  a l t e r  th e  s t a tu s  o f  Je ru sa le m  in c lu d in g  e x p ro p r ia ti o n  o f  

la n d  ar.d  p ro p e r t i e s  th e re o n  a re  in v a l id  an d ca nno t chan ge  th a t  s ta tu s ;

5 . U rg ently  c a l l s  on ce  more upon I s r a e l  to  re s c in d  fo r th w it h  a l l  m ea su re s 

ta ken  by  i t  which  may te n d  to  ch an ge  th e  s t a t u s  o f  th e  Cizy o f  Je ru sa le m , an d in  

fu tu r e  to  r e f r a i n  fro m a l l  a c t io n s  l i k e l y  to  ha ve  su ch  an  e f f e c t ;

6.  Eeq u e s ts  I s r a e l  to  in fo rm  th e  S e c u r it y  Counc il, w it h o u t an y f u r th e r  d e la y  

o f  i t s  -i n te n ti o n s  w it h  re ,y ar d to  th«- i .lple-in-i.i.nt.-ion o f  th e  p ro v is io n s  o f  t h i s  

re so lu ti o n ;

7 . .?®.t®.r SiiP £ s. t h a t ,  in  th e  ev en t o f  a n e g a ti v e  re sponse  o r  no re sponse  from  

I s r a e l ,  th e  S e c u r it y  C ounci l s h a l l  re co nven e w it h o u t d e la y  to  c o n s id e r  wh at 

f u r th e r  a c t io n  sh ould  be  ta k e n  in  t h i s  m a tt e r ;

8 . E equest s th e  S e c re ta ry -G e n e ra l to  r e p o r t  to  th e  S e c u r it y  C ounci l on  th e  

im ple m enta ti on  o f  t h i s  r e s o lu t io n .
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21. Resolution 252, May 21, 1968

Resolution 252 (19 68 )
« f 21 May 1968

The Security  Council,
Recalling General Assembly resolutio ns 22 53 (E S -V ) 

of 4  July 1967 and 2254 (E S -V ) of 14 July  1967,
Having considered the letter of the Perm anen t Rep

resentative of Jordan on the situation in Jerusalem  
(S /8 5 6 0 )* 8 and the report of the Secretary-General  
(S /8 14 6) ,* 8

Havin g heard  the statements made before the Council,
Notin g that since the adoption of the above-mentioned 

resolutions Israel has taken further measures and ac
tions in contravention of those resolutions,

Bearing in wind  the need to  work for a  j ust  and last
ing peace,

Reaffirming that acquisition of terr itory  by military 
conquest is inadmissible,

1. Deplores the failure of Israel  to comply with the 
General Assembly resolutions mentioned above;

2. Considers tha t all legislative and a d m in is tra ti v e  
measures and actions taken by Israel, including ex
propriation of land and propert ies thereon , which tend 
to change the legal status of Jerusalem are  invalid and 
cannot change tha t status;

3. Urgently calls upon Israe l to rescind a ll  such 
measures already taken and to desist forthw ith from 
taking any further action which tends to rhan ge the 
status of Jerusalem ;

4. Requests  the Secretary-General to report to the 
Security Council on the implementation of the present 
resolution.

Adopted  at the 1426th me et
ing fry 13 vo tes  to none, u-ith 
2 abs tent ions  (Can ada and  t
United State s of Am eri ca).

, 8 7  Tw en ty-th ird  Yea r, Supplement for Apr il,  May  and I June 1968.
*»lbs d.
K !bid., Tw enty-second Yea r, Supp leme nt for Ju ly,  Augus t and Sep tem ber  1967.



22. U.S. Statement  of May 21, 1968

FOR RELEASE ON DELIVERY P re ss  R ele ase  USUN -70(68)
CHECK TEXT AGAINST DELIVERY May 21, 1968

S ta te m en t by Am bassa dor A rt hur J .  G old berg , U nit ed  S ta te s  

R e p re s e n ta ti v e , In  th e  S e c u rit y  C o u n c il , on th e  Q uest io n  o f  Je ru sa le m .

Mr. P re s id e n t,  th e  U ni te d S ta te s  ha d s tr o n g ly  hope d t h a t ,  In  
d e a li n g  w it h  th e  q u e s ti o n  o f  Je ru sa le m , i t  wo uld  have  be en  p o s s ib le  
fo r  t h i s  C ounci l to  a c t w it h  th e  same unan im ou s ag re em en t t h a t  ha s 
c h a ra c te r iz e d  th e  h an d li n g  o f ev er y fa c e t  o f th e  Middle E ast  s i t u a 
t io n  which  ha s come b e fo re  th e  C ounci l s in c e  th e  Middle E as t war 
e ru p te d  l a s t  Ju ne .

We ba ck ed  up th a t  hope w it h  in te n s iv e  c o n s u l ta t io n s  to  form u
l a t e  th e  e le m en ts  o f  a r e s o lu t io n  wh ich cou ld  comment un an im ous 
su p p o rt.  We g r e a t ly  r e g re t  th e s e  e f f o r t s  we re no t su c c e s s fu l and  
th a t  our hope was not f u l f i l l e d .  Whil e sh a r in g  many o f  th e  co nce rn s 
which  have  m o ti v a te d  members o f  th e  C ounci l to  su p p o rt  th e  r e s o lu t io n  
p re sen te d  by P a k is ta n  and S en eg al,  th e  U nit ed  S ta te s  f in d s  i t  
im p o ssib le  to  le n d  I t s  su p p o rt  to  th a t  r e s o lu t io n .

I  wish to  use  t h i s  o cca s io n  to  e x p la in  b r i e f l y  th e  re aso n s  
we have  come to  t h i s  c o n c lu s io n :

Fu nd am en ta l to  our p o s i t io n  ha ve  be en  two c o n v ic ti o n s : F i r s t ,  
t h a t  t h i s  C ounci l sh ou ld  enco ura ge and su p p o rt  th e  pe ac em ak in g p ro 
c e ss  we i n i t i a t e d  l a s t  F a l l  in  S e c u r it y  C onnell  R eso lu ti o n  2^ 2;  
se cond , t h a t  t h i s  C ounci l and in dee d  a l l  co nce rn ed  sh ould  avo id  any  
a c t io n  th a t  m ig ht  p re ju d ic e  th e  e f f o r t s  to  ach ie v e  a J u s t  and  
l a s t i n g  pea ce  in  th e  a re a , in c lu d in g  a c t io n s  o r  m ea su re s p u rp o r ti n g  
to  a l t e r  th e  s t a tu s  o f  Je ru sa le m .

We f in d  th e  r e s o lu t io n  p la c ed  b e fo re  us  s e r io u s ly  d e f ic ie n t  
on  th e s e  two c o u n ts . Our own view  has  be en  and  re m ai ns t h a t  th e  
fu tu re  o f  Je ru sa le m  i s  a pr ob le m  which  f a l l s  w it h in  th e  pu rv ie w  
o f  S e c u r it y  C ounci l R eso lu ti o n  242  and o f  Am bassa dor J a r r i n g ’s  
m an da te . I  w is h to  r e a f f i rm  th e  vi ew  o f th e  U nit ed  S ta te s  Go ve rn
ment t h a t  th e  U nit ed  S t a te s ,  w h il e  a g re e in g  t h a t  Je ru sa le m  i s  a mo st 
im p o rt an t i s s u e ,  do es  no t b e li e v e  t h a t  th e  pr ob le m  o f  Je ru sa le m  ca n 
r e a l i s t i c a l l y  be  d e a l t  w it h  a p a r t fro m o th e r  a sp e c ts  o f  th e  s i t u a t i o n  
in  th e  M iddle E ast w it h  wh ich th e  Novemb er 22 r e s o lu t io n  i s  co n cern ed . 
Nor do we b e li e v e  t h a t  Je ru sa le m  ca n be  exclu ded  fro m th e  sc op e o f  
th e  November  22 r e s o lu t io n .  R a th e r,  we c o n s id e r  i t  e s s e n t i a l  t h a t  a 
p e a c e fu l and accep te d  s e tt le m e n t in  co n fo rm it y  w it h  th e  Nove mber 22 
r e s o lu t io n  en compass a l l  a sp e c ts  o f  th e  M iddle E as t pro ble m ,
In c lu d in g  Je ru sa le m .
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We ha ve  se nse d  g e n e ra l ag re em en t w it h  t h i s  vi ew  among th e  
members o f  th e  C o u n c il . N e v e rth e le s s , th e  r e s o lu t io n  p re se n te d  
and  to  be  v o te d  on t h i s  a f te rn o o n  — In  o u r view  — u n fo r tu n a te ly  
would  wo rk In  toe d i r e c t io n  o f  s e p a ra ti n g  o u t and  d e a li n g  w it h  in  
i s o l a t i o n  on e p a r t i c u l a r  a sp e c t o f  th e  M id dl e E as t s i t u a t i o n ,  
th e  q u e s ti o n  o f  Je ru sa le m . H ii s  i s  n o t th e  cou rs e  env is ag ed  
in  R e so lu ti o n  242 o f  l a s t  November  — th e  R e so lu ti o n  whi ch , we 
b e l i e v e ,  m us t re m ai n  th e  to u ch s to n e  o f  a l l  s te p s  to war d a 
d e s i r a b le  s e t tl e m e n t  in  th e  Middle E a s t.  I t  i s  n o t , a c c o rd in g ly , a  co u rs e  which  my Governme nt fa v o rs  — w it h  re g a rd  t o  Je ru sa le m  
o r  an y o th e r  o f  th e  many s p e c i f i c  pro ble m s whi ch  mus t be  re so lv ed  to  a r r i v e  a t  th e  p e a c e fu l and accep te d  se tt J e m e rt  c a l le d  f o r  
in  R e so lu ti o n  24 2.

A6 I  s t a te d  to  th e  C ounci l on May 9 , th e  U nit ed  S ta te s  b e li e v e s  t h a t  one o f  th e  mos t c o n s t ru c t iv e  c o n tr ib u t io n s  t h i s  
C ounci l cou ld  make a t  t h i s  Ju n c tu re  o f  th e  d i f f i c u l t  se a rc h  fo r  
a M id dl e E a s te rn  s e tt le m e n t would  be  an  e x p l i c i t  e x p re ss io n  o f 
i t s  su p p o rt  f o r  th e  pe ac em ak ing e f f o r t s  in  whi ch  Am bassa dor 
J a r r i n g ,  a t  th e  b e h e s t o f t h i s  C ounci l a c ti n g  unanim ousl y , 
has  bee n and  re m ai ns en ga ge d.  Hi e ab se nce  o f t h i s  el em en t fro m 
th e  r e s o lu t io n  b e fo re  th e  C ounci l i s  a f u r th e r  re a so n  my Governm ent  can not su p p o rt  i t .

F u r th e r , th e  U nit ed  S ta te s  i s  n o t in  a p o s i t io n  to  v o te  
fa v o ra b ly  on a  t e x t  which  c o n ta in s  s p e c i f i c  — and s e le c t iv e  — 
re fe re n c e  to  two G enera l As semb ly r e s o lu t in n s  on  which  we 
p re v io u s ly  a b s ta in e d  f o r - re aso n s  ex p la in ed  a t  th e  tim e o f  t h e i r  a d o p ti o n .

Mr. P re s id e n t,  th e  U nit ed  S ta te s  ha d made a  maxi mum e f f o r t  
to  b u i ld  upon  th e  b a s is  whi ch  e x is t s  f o r  u n an im it y  in  t h i s  
C o u n c il 's  d i s p o s i t io n  o f  th e  q u e s ti o n  im m edia te ly  b e fo re  us in  t h i s  
d e b a te . We ha ve  be en  p re p are d  to  d e c la re  t h a t  u n i l a t e r a l  a c ti o n s  
and  m ea su re s by I s r a e l  ca nnot be accep te d  and a re  n o t re co g n iz ed  
as  a l t e r i n g  o r  p re ju d g in g  th e  s t a tu s  o f Je ru sa le m , and  to  c a l l  
upon  I s r a e l  to  r e f r a i n  fro m su ch  a c t io n s .  At  th e  same ti m e , we 
ha ve  re g ard ed  i t  as e s s e n t ia l  t h a t  th e  C ounci l c a l l  upon  a l l  p a r t i e s  . n to  avo id  a l l  a c t s  t h a t  m ig ht p re ju d ic e  e f f o r t s  t o  ach ie v e  a  J u s t  

-' an d l a s t i n g  peac e i n  th e  a re a  and  ex p re ss  i t s  su p p o rt  fo r  
Am bassa dor J a r r i n g 's  e f f o r t s  u n d er R e so lu ti o n  24 2.

For  th e  mem bers  o f  th e  C ouncil , th e  se a rc h  f o r  a p e a c e fu l and  accep te d  s e t tl e m e n t  i s  n o t on ly  an  o p p o r tu n it y ; I t  i s  a  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y .  I t  i s  one whi ch  a l l  mem bers  o f t h i s  C ouncil  assumed  when  th ey  
empowered th e  S e c re ta ry  G e n e ra l' s  R e p re s e n ta ti v e  t o  pr om ot e a g re e 
me nt and a s s i s t  e f f o r t s  to  ach ie v e  su ch  a  s e t tl e m e n t.  I  v e ry  much 
r e g r e t  t h a t  i t  has  n o t be en  p o s s ib le  to d ay  t o  p re s e rv e  th e
un an im it y  which  ha s c h a ra c te r iz e d  th e  C o u n c il 's  wo rk s in c e  th e  
t r a g i c  c o n f l i c t  o f l a s t  Ju n e . I t  I s  my pro fo und ho pe  t h a t  i t  
w i l l  be  p o s s ib le  t o  r e tu r n  to  u n an im it y  in  th e  coming da ys  and 
w ee ks .
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Ha vin g p a r t i c i p a t e d  a l l  th ro u g h  t h i s  p a s t  y e a r  in  th e  st re n u o u s  
e f f o r t s  o f  th e  S e c u r it y  C o u n ci l c o n c e rn in g  th e  M id dl e E a s t,  I  
f in d  t h a t  my do m in an t im p re ss io n  com es n o t fro m  an y e x p re s s io n s  
o f  h o s t i l i t y  o r b i t t e r n e s s , wh i ch  a re  u n f o r tu n a te  b u t p e rh ap s 
i n e v i t a b l e :  i t  comes r a th e r  from  th o s e  few d e c is iv e  moments in  
w hi ch  f i f t e e n  n a t i o n s , r e p r e s e n t in g  a l l  th e  d iv e r s e  i n t e r e s t s  and  
c u l t u r e s  o f th e  w o rl d , we re  a b le  to  r i s e  ab ov e t h e i r  p a r t i c u l a r  
p r e d i l e c t i o n s  an d u n it e  on th e  n e c e s s i t y  t h a t  i s  common to  us a l l  
in  t h i s  w o rl d  in  wh ic h s u r v iv a l  s t i l l  re m ai ns an  ope n q u e s ti o n :  
th e  n e c e s s i t y  to  l iv e  to g e th e r  in  pe ac e an d t o le r a n c e .

From  th o s e  d e c is iv e  moments - -  e s p e c i a l l y  t h a t  moment l a s t  Nove mber  
2 2  w hi ch  w i l l  c e r t a i n l y  l i v e  in  U n it e d  N a ti o n s h i s t o r y  — I  do n o t 
d e r iv e  an y f a l s e  c o m fo rt , f o r  h a rd  ta s k s  l i e  a h e a d . Bu t I  do 
d e r iv e  much ho pe  fro m t h i s  r e c o r d , b e ca u se  i t  p ro v e s wh at we ca n do 
to g e th e r  a t  o u r b e s t . And I  p r a y , Mr. P r e s i d e n t , t h a t  in  f u tu r e  
da ys  t h i s  C o u n c il  w i l l  p er fo rm  a g a in  an d a g a in  a t  i t s  b e s t , u n t i l  
i t  ha s ov erc om e ev en  th e  mos t st u b b o rn  d i f f i c u l t i e s  on th e  ro ad  
to w ar d p e a c e .
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23. Resolution 237, J une 14, 1967

Resolution 237 (1 967)

of 14 June 1967

The Security Council,
Considering the urgent need to spare the civil popula

tions and the prisoners of the war in the area of 
conflict in the Middle East additional sufferings,

Considering that essential and inalienable human 
ghts should be respected even during the vicissitudes 

of war,
Considering that  all the obligations of the Geneva 

Convention relative to the Treatment of Prisoners of 
Wa r of 12 August 19495 should be complied with by 
the partie s involved in the conflict,

1. Calls upon the Government of Israel  to ensure 
the safety, welfare and security of the inhabitants of the 
areas where military operations have taken place and 
to facilitate the return of those inhabitants who have 
fled the areas  since the outbreak of hos tilitie s;

2. Recommends to the Governments concerned the 
scrupulous respect of the humanitarian principles 
governing the treatment of prisoners of war and the 
protection of civilian persons in time of war contained 
tn the Geneva Conventions of 12 August 1949;*

3. Requests  the Secretary-General to follow the ef
fective implementation of this resolution and to report 
to the Security  Council.

Ad op ted unan im ou sly  at the  
1361st meeting.

Resolution 237 (1 96 7)

du 14 juin  1967

Le Conscil de sccuritc,
Considcrant 1'urgente necessite d'epargner aux popu

lations civiles et aux prisonnie rs de guerre dans la zone 
du conflit du Moyen-Or ient des souffrances supple- 
mentaires,

Considcrant que les droits de l’homme essentiels et 
inalienables doivent etre respectes meme dans les vicis
situdes de la guerre,

Considcrant que les parties impliquees dans le conflit 
doivent se conformer a toutes les obligations de la 
Convention de Geneve relative au traitement des 
prisonniers de guerre, du 12 aout 19495,

1. Pric le Gouvernement  israelien d'assurer la su- 
rete, le bien-etre et la securite des habitants des zones 
ou des operations militaires  ont eu lieu et de faciliter 
le retour  des habitants qui se sont enfuis de ces zones 
depuis le declenchement des hostilites;

2. Recommande aux gouvernements interesses de 
respecter scrupuleusement les principes humanitaires 
regissant le traitement des prisonnie rs de guerre  et la 
protection des civils en temps de guerre, tels qu’ils sont 
enonces dans les Conventions de Geneve du 12 aout 
1949* ;

3. Prie le Secretaire  general de suivre l’application 
effective de la presente resolution et de faire rapport  
au Conseil de securite.

Ad op tee a I’una nim iti i  la  
1361* sia nce .

•U n it ed  Nat io ns , Tre at y Se ries , vol. 75 (1950) , No . 972 
•U n it ed  Na tio ns , Tre at y Se ries , vol . 75 (19 50), Nos. 970-973.

5 Na tio ns  Un ies, Re cu ei l de s Tr ai tes,  vol. 75, 1950, n°  972. 
•N a ti ons  Un ies, Re cu ei l de s Tra it is , vol . 75, 1950, n0* 970 

a 973.
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Decisions

At its 1365th meeting, on 8 July 1967, the Council 
decided to invite the representatives of Israel,  the 
United Arab  Republic, Syria, Jordan , Lebanon, Iraq,  
Morocco, Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Tunisia, Libya and 
Pakistan to participate, without vote, in the discussion 
of the item entit led:

“Let ter dated 23 May 1967 from the Permanent 
Representatives of Canada and Denmark addressed 
to the President of the Security  Council (S/7902)

“Complaint of the representa tive of the United 
Arab Republic in a letter to the President of the 
Security Council dated 27 May 1967 entitled ‘Israel 
aggressive policy-, its repeated aggression threaten ing 
peace and security in the Middle East  and endanger
ing international peace and security’ (S /79 07) ;7

“Letter dated 29 May 1967 from the Permanent 
Represen tative of the United Kingdom addressed to 
the President  of the Security Council (S/ 7910) ;T

“L etter  dated 9 June 1967 from the Permanent 
Representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics addressed to the President  of the Security 
Council concerning an item entitled ‘Cessation of 
military  action by Israe l and withdrawal of the 
Israel forces from those parts  of the terri tory  of 
the United Arab Republic, Jordan and Syria which 
they have seized as a result of an aggression’ 
(S/ 7967) ;7

“Letter  dated 8 July 1967 from the Permanent 
Representative of the United Arab Republic ad
dressed to the President  of the Security Council 
(S /80 43) ;•

“Lette r dated 8 July 1967 from the Permanent 
Representative of Israel addressed to the President 
of the Security  Council (S /8 04 4) ”.8

De cis ions

A la 1365* seance, le 8 juill et 1967, le Conseil a 
decide d’inviter les representants  d’lsrae l, de la Repu- 
blique a rabe unie, de la Syrie, de la Jordanie, du Li ban, 
de l’lrak , du Maroc, de l'Arabie  Saoudite, du Koweit, 
de la Tunisie, de la Libye et du Pakistan  a part idpe r, 
sans droit de vote, a la discussion de la question 
intitulee :

"Lettre , en date du 23 mai 1967, adressee au Pr e
sident du Conseil de securite par les representants 
permanents du Canada et du Danemark (S/79027 ) ;

"Pla inte  du representant  de la Republique arabe 
unie, contenue dans une lettre adressee au Presi 
dent du Conseil de securite, en date du 27 mai 1967, 
et intitulee  "L a politique degress ion d’lsrae l, ses 
actes d'agression repetes qui menacent la paix et la 
securite au Moyen-Orient et mettent  en danger la 
paix  et la securite internationales” (S/79077 ) ;

“Lettre, en date du 29 mai 1967, adressee au 
President  du Conseil de securite par le representant 
permanent du Royaume-Uni (S/79 107 ) ;

“Lettre,  en date du 9 juin  1967, adressee au 
Pres ident du Conseil de securite par  le representant 
permanent de l’Union des Republiques socialistes 
sovietiques, et relative a une question intitulee 
“Cessation des activites militaires d’lsrael  et retra it 
des forces israeliennes des parties du terri toire  de la 
Republique arabe unie, de la Jordanie et de la Syrie 
dont elles se sont emparees a la suite d’une agres
sion” (S/796 77 ) ;

“Le ttre, en date du 8 juillet 1967, adressee au 
President  du Conseil de securite pa r le representant  
permanent de la Republique arabe unie (S/80438 ) ;

“Le ttre, en date du 8 juillet  1967, adressee au 
President  du Conseil de securite par le representant  
permanent  d’lsrae l (S /80 448)”.

At its 1366th meeting, on 9 July  1967, the Council 
decided to invite the representa tive of Algeria to par 
ticipate, without  vote, in the discussion of the question.

A sa 1366* seance, le 9 juillet 1967, le Conseil a 
decide d’inviter le representant de I’Algerie a pa rti- 
ciper, sans droi t de vote, a la discussion de la question.

At the same meeting, the President read the follow
ing statement as representing the consensus of the 
views of the members of the Council:

“Recalling Securi ty Council resolutions 233
(1967)  of 6 June,  234 (1967) of 7 June, 235 (1967)  
of 9 June and 236 (1967) of 11 June 1967, and 
emphasizing the need for all parties  to observe 
scrupulously the provisions of these resolutions, 
having heard the statements  made by the Secretary-  
General and the suggestions he has addressed to

7  See Offic ial Recor ds  o f the  Sec ur ity  Coun cil, Twen ty- 
sec ond Year,  Su pp lem ent for  Apr il,  May  and June 1967

8 Ib id ., Su pp lem ent fo r July, Au gu st and Se ptem be r 1967.

A la meme seanc  ̂ le President  a lu la declar-*’ - 
ci-apres  qui exprimait le consensus des membres du 
Conseil :

“Rappelant  les resolutions 233 (1967) , 234
(1967) , 235 (1967) et 236 (1967) du Conseil de 
securite, en date  des 6, 7, 9 et 11 juin 1967, et 
soulignant la necessite pour toutes  les parties de 
respecter scrupuleusement les dispositions de ces 
resolutions, ayant  entendu les declarat ions du Secre
taire  general  et les suggestions qu’il a faites aux

7  V o ir  Do cu men ts officie ls du Conse il de secu rit f, vm gt - 
de uzi im e a m ie , Su pp lemen t d'avril , mai et  juin 1967.

*I bid. , Su pp lem ent de ju il le t, ao ut  et  sep tembre 1967.
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24. Sta teme nt s by Ambassador Arthur J.  Goldberg, J ul y 4 and 14, 1967

UNITED STATES DELEGATION 
TO THE FIFTH EMERGENCY SPECIAL SESSION OF THE

GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF THE UNITED NATIONS
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE PRESS RELEASE USUN-118

J u ly  4 , 196 7

Statement by Ambassador Arthur J. Goldberg, United States 
Representative t» the United Nations, in explanation cf vote 
on the six-power resolution dealing with the City of Jerusalem.

The United States abstained on the six-power resolution dealing with the City of Jerusalem contained in Document A/L,527/Rev. 1.
Insofar as the six-power resolution expresses the sense of the General Assembly that no unilateral action should be taken that might prejudice the future of Jerusalem, the United States is in agreement. We were prepared to support a resolution to this effect. Some, if not all, of the sponsors were aware that the United States made a serious effort to get such a change incorporated in the resolution in the hope that we would be able to vote affirmatively. Regretably our suggested change was not accepted.

The views of the United States on the situation involving Jerusalem are contained in three recent statements. On June 28, in a statement issued by the Whi*e House on behalf of the President, the United States expressed the view that there must be adequate recognition of the special interests of the three great religions of the Holy Places in Jerusalem. On the same day the Department of State said the following: "The United States has never recognized . . . unilateral action by any of the states in the area as governing the international status of Jerusalem." I reiterated in the General Assembly yesterday: that the 'safeguarding of the Holy Places and the freedom of access to them for all should be internationally guaranteed; and the status of Jerusalem in relationship to them should be decided not unilaterally but in consultation with all concerned."
These statements reflect the considered views and serious concern of the United States Government, about the situation in Jerusalem.



UNITED STATES MISSION 
TO THE UNITED NATIONS

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE PRESS RELEASE USUN-124
JULY 14 , 196 7

S ta te m en t by  Amba ssad or  A rt h u r J .  G o ld berg , U nit ed  S ta te s  

R e p re s e n ta ti v e  to  th e  U nit ed  N a ti o n s , in  P le n a ry  S e ss io n ,

In  E x p la n a ti o n  o f Vote on th e  R e so lu ti o n  on Je ru sa le m ,

J u ly  14 , 1967

Mr. P r e s id e n t ,  th e  g o a l o f th e  U n it ed  S ta te s  in  th e  M id dle E a s t,  
on e we b e l ie v e  sh a re d  by  th e  g r e a t  p re p o n d era n ce  o f th e  w or ld  
co mm un ity , i s  a d u ra b le  p eace  and e n d u ri n g  s e t tl e m e n t . We 
co n ce iv e  o f  t h i s  g o a l as  r e q u i r in g  th ro u g h o u t th e  a re a  f a r  more 
th a n  a  r e tu r n  to  th e  te m pora ry  an d f r a g i l e  t r u c e  which  e ru p te d  
in to  tT a g ic  c o n f l i c t  on  Ju ne  5 .

We a re  c o n v in ce d , b o th  by  lo g ic  and th e  u n fo r g e tt a b le  e x p e ri e n c e  
o f a t r a g i c  h i s t o r y ,  t h a t  th e r e  ca n be  p ro g re s s  to w ar d th e  
d u ra b le  peace  in  th e  e n t i r e  a re a  o n ly  i* 1 c e r t a in  e s s e n t i a l  s te p s  
a re  ta k e n . One im m edia te , obv io us and jp p e r a t i v e  s te p  i s  th e  
d is engagem ent o f a l l  f o r c e s  and th e  w it h d ra w a l o f  I s r a e l i  fo r c e s  
to  t h e i r  own t e r r i t o r y .  A se co nd  and e q u a ll y  im m edia te , obvio us 
and im p e ra ti v e  s te p  i s  th e  ■' te r m in a ti o n  o f  an y c la im s t o  a 
s t a t e  o f war  o r b e l l ig e r e n c y  on  th e  p a r t  o f  Ar ab  s t a t e s  i n  th e  
a re a .

Thes e two s te p s  a re  e s s e n t i a l  to  p ro g re s s  to w ard s a d u ra b le  
p e a c e . Th ey  a re  e q u a ll y  e s s e n t i a l  i f  th e r e  i s  t o  be  su b s ta n c e  
and c o n c re te  mea ni ng  t o  th e  b a s ic  C h a r te r  r i g h t  o f  ev e ry  s t a t e  
i n  th e  a r e a , a r i g h t  to  wh ich  t h e .U n it ed  S ta te s  re m ain s f i rm ly  
com m it te d , th e  r i g h t  t o  ha ve  i t s  t e r r i t o r i a l  i n t e g r i t y  and 
p o l i t i c a l  in dependence re s p e c te d  by  a l l  an d f r e e  from  th e  t h r e a t  
o r  u se  o f fo rc e  by  a l l .

The  U nit ed  S ta te s  s ta n d s  re a d y  t o  g iv e  i t s  f u l l  su p p o r t to  
p r a c t i c a l  m ea su re s to  h e lp  b r in g  ab o u t th e s e  s te p s  - -  w it h d ra w a l 
o f  fo r c e s  and  th e  te rm in a ti o n  o f  b e l l i g e r e n t  a c t s  o r  c la im s  
as so on  as p o s s ib le .

But  i f  o u r g o a l I s  a d u ra b le  p e a c e , i t  I s  im p e ra ti v e  t h a t  th e r e  
be  g r e a t e r  v is io n  b o th  from  t h i s  o rg a n iz a t io n  an d from  th e  p a r t i e s  
th e m se lv e s . I t  I s  im p e ra ti v e  t h a t  a l l  lo o k  be yo nd  th e  im m ed ia te  
ca u se s  and e f f e c t s  o f th e  r e c e n t c o n f l i c t .  A tt e n t io n  m us t a ls o  
be fo c u se d , and u rg e n t ly ;

— on re a c h in g  a  j u s t  an d perm anent s e t tl e m e n t o f th e  
re fu g e e  p ro b le m , w hi ch  has b een  a c c e n tu a te d  by  re c e n t  e v e n ts ;
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— on me ans  t o  en su re  r e s p e c t f o r  th e  ri ght o f every  
member o f th e  U n it ed  N a ti o n s  in  th e  a re a  t o  l i v e  in  peace and 
s e c u r i ty  a s  an  in d ep en d e n t n a t i o n a l  s t a t e ;

- -  on arr an g em en ts  so  t h a t  r e s p e c t f o r  th e  t e r r i t o r i a l  
I n t e g r i t y  an d p o l i t i c a l  in dependence o f a l l  s t a t e s  in  th e  a re a  
i s  a s s u re d ;

- -  on m ea su re s to  e n su re  r e s p e c t f o r  th e  r i g h t s  o f a l l  
n a t io n s  to  fr ee do m  o f n a v ig a t io n  an d o f In n o c e n t p assag e  th ro ugh  
in t e r n a t i o n a l  w ate rw ays;

- -  on re a c h in g  ag re em en t,  b o th  among th o s e  in  th e  a re a  
an d th o s e  o u ts id e , t h a t  ec on om ic  de vel opm en t an d th e  im prov em en t 
o f  l i v in g  s ta n d a rd s  sh o u ld  be  g iv en  p re ced en ce  o v e r a w a s te fu l arm s ra c e  in  th e  a r e a .

In  each  an d e v e ry  one o f th e  s e p a ra te  b u t r e l a t e d  
im p e ra ti v e s  o f p e a c e , we re c o g n iz e  f u l l y  t h a t  ag re em ent cannot 
be  im po se d up on  th e  p a r t i e s  fro m o u ts id e .  At th e  same ti m e , 
we a ls o  b e li e v e  t h a t  th e  m ach in ery , e x p e ri e n c e  an d re s o u rc e s  
o f  th e  U n it ed  N a ti o n s  ca n be  o f im m ea su ra ble  h e lp  in  im ple m en ting 
ag re em en ts  a c c e p ta b le  to  th e  p a r t i e s .

The o f f e r  o f su ch a s s i s t a n c e  by  t h i s  o rg a n iz a ti o n  i s  
d ic t a t e d  n o t on ly  by  th e  ro o ts  o f U n it ed  N a ti o n s  r e p o n s ib i l i t y  
an d in vo lv em ent in  th e  M id dl e E ast whi ch  ha ve  grown de ep  and 
s t ro n g  ov er two d e c a d e s ; i t  i s  a ls o  d ic a te d  by  our common 
d e te rm in a ti o n , ev en  d u ty , under th e  C h a rt e r t o  sa ve su cceed in g  
g e n e ra t io n s  in  th e  M id dl e E ast from  th e  sc ourg e  o f a n o th e r  w ar .

I t  i s  a g a in s t  th e  bac kgro und o f t h i s  o v e r a l l  p o l i c y  t h a t  my 
go ve rn m en t has  develo ped  i t s  a t t i t u d e s  to w ard  th e  q u e s ti o n  of 
Je ru sa le m  — an d I  w is h t o  make t h a t  a t t i t u d e  v e ry  e x p l i c i t :

The  vi ew s o f my Go vernme nt on Je ru sa le m  ha ve  be en  e x p re sse d  by  
th e  P re s id e n t o f th e  U n it ed  S ta te s  an d o th e r  h ig h  le v e l  o f f i c i a l s .  

On Ju ne 28 , th e  W hite  House  made th e  fo ll o w in g  s ta te m e n t:
"The P re s id e n t s a id  on Ju ne 19 t h a t  in  ou r vi ew
’th e r e  mus t be  ad eq u a te  r e c o g n i ti o n  o f  th e  s p e c ia l  

i n t e r e s t s  o f th r e e  g r e a t  r e l ig io n s  in  th e  h o ly  
p la c e s  o f J e r u s a le m .’ On t h i s  p r i n c ip l e  he  as su mes  
t h a t  b e fo re  an y u n i l a t e r a l  a c t io n  i s  ta k e n  on th e  
s t a tu s  o f Je ru sa le m  th e r e  w i l l  be  a p p ro p r ia te  
c o n s u l ta t io n  w it h  r e l i g i o u s  le a d e r s  an d o th e r s  who 
a re  d eep ly  co n ce rn ed . Je ru sa le m  i s  h o ly  t o  
C h r i s t i a n s , t o  Je w s,  an d t o  Mos lem s. I t  i s  one of 
th e  g r e a t  c o n ti n u in g  t r a g e d ie s  o f  h i s to r y  t h a t  a 
c i t y  which  i s  so  much th e  c e n te r  o f  m an 's  h ig h e s t 
v a lu e s  ha s a ls o  b e e n , o ver an d o v e r , a  c e n te r  o f 
c o n f l i c t .  R ep ea te d ly  th e  p a s s io n a te  b e l i e f s  o f one
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ele m en t ha ve  le d  to  e x c lu s io n  o r u n f a i r n e s s  f o r  
o th e r s .  I t  h as be en  so , u n f o r tu n a te ly , in  th e  l a s t  
20  y e a r s . Men o f a l l  r e l ig io n s  w i l l  a g re e  t h a t  we 
m us t now do b e t t e r .  The w or ld  m us t f in d  an  an sw er  
t h a t  i s  f a i r  and re co g n iz ed  to  be  f a i r . ”

The se co nd  s ta te m e n t,  re le a s e d  on th e  same da y by  th e  D ep ar tm en t 
o f S t a t e , r e a d :

"Th e h a s ty  a d m in is t r a t iv e  a c t io n  ta k e n  to d ay  canno t 
be re g a rd e d  as d e te rm in in g  th e  f u tu r e  o f  th e  Ho ly 
P la c e s  o r  th e  s t a tu s  o f Je ru sa le m  in  r e l a t i o n  to  th em .

"The U n it ed  S ta te s  has  n e v e r re c o g n iz e d  su ch  
u n i l a t e r a l  a c ti o n s  by  an y o f th e  S ta t e s  in  th e  a re a  
as g o v e rn in g  th e  i n t e r n a t io n a l  s t a tu s  o f Je ru sa le m ."

D uring my own s ta te m e n t to  th e  G enera l Assem bly on Ju ly  3 j I  s a id  
t h a t  th e  s a fe g u a rd in g  o f th e  Holy P la c e s  an d fr ee do m  o f a c c e ss  
to  the m f o r  a l l  sh ou ld  be  i n t e r n a t i o n a l l y  g u a ra n te e d  and th e  
s t a tu s  o f Je ru sa le m  in  r e l a t i o n  t o  them  sh ou ld  be  d ec id e d  n o t 
u n i l a t e r a l l y  b u t in  c o n s u l ta t io n  w it h  a l l  co n ce rn ed . The se  
s ta te m e n ts  r e p r e s e n t  th e  c o n s id e re d  an d c o n ti n u in g  p o l ic y  o f 
th e  U nit ed  S ta te s  Gov ernm en t.

W ith  re g a rd  to  th e  s p e c i f i c  m ea su re s ta k e n  by  th e  Go ve rnmen t o f 
I s r a e l  on Ju ne 28 , I  w is h  to  make  i t  c l e a r  t h a t  th e  U nit ed  
S ta te s  do es  n o t a c c e p t o r re c o g n iz e  th e s e  m easu re s as a l t e r i n g  
th e  s t a tu s  o f Je ru sa le m . My Gov ernm en t does  n o t re c o g n iz e  t h a t  
th e  a d m in is t r a t iv e  m ea su re s ta k e n  by  th e  Gov ernm en t o f I s r a e l  
on  Ju ne  28 ca n be  re g a rd e d  as  th e  l a s t  word on th e  m a t te r , 
and  we r e g r e t  t h a t  th e y  were ta k e n . We i n s i s t  t h a t  th e  m ea su re s 
ta k e n  canno t be  c o n s id e re d  o th e r  th a n  in te r im  an d p r o v i s io n a l ,  
and n o t p re ju d g in g  th e  f i n a l  and per m anent s t a tu s  o f Je ru sa le m . 
U n fo r tu n a te ly  and r e g r e t t a b ly  th e  s ta te m e n ts  o f th e  Go ve rnmen t 
o f  I s r a e l  on t h i s  m a t te r  ha ve  th u s  f a r ,  in  ou r v ie w , n o t 
a d e q u a te ly  d e a l t  w it h  t h i s  s i t u a t i o n .

Many d e le g a ti o n s  a re  aw are t h a t  we w er e p re p a re d  t o  v o te  f o r  a 
s e p a ra te  r e s o lu t i o n  on  Je ru sa le m  w hi ch  wo uld d e c la re  t h a t  th e  
Assem bly wo uld  n o t a c c e p t an y u n i l a t e r a l  a c t io n  as  d e te rm in in g  
th e  s t a tu s  o f Je ru sa le m  and c a l l i n g  on th e  Gov ernm en t o f  I s r a e l  
to  d e s i s t  fro m an y a c ti o n  p u rp o r ti n g  t o  d e f in e  p erm an en tl y  th e  
s t a tu s  o f J e ru sa le m . How ev er , th e  sp o n so rs  made c l e a r  th e n , 
a s  was t h e i r  r i g h t ,  t h a t  th e y  p r e f e r r e d  to  p ro ceed  w it h  t h e i r  
own t e x t  in  Document A /2 25 3,  and now w it h  t h e i r  r e s o lu t i o n  
in  A/L . 528, Re v. 2 . The  l a t t e r  d r a f t  doe s in c lu d e  
changes  whi ch  we c o n s id e r  r e p r e s e n t  a marke d im pr ov em en t ov er 
th e  o r i g in a l  v e r s io n , p a r t i c u l a r l y  in  t h a t  i t  no  lo n g e r  te n d s  
t o  p re ju d g e  a c t io n  in  th e  S e c u r i ty  C o u n c il . N e v e r th e le s s , 
s in c e  th e  r e s o lu t i o n  j u s t  adop te d  e x p re s s ly  b u i ld s  on  R e so lu ti o n  
22 53,  on w hi ch  we a b s ta in e d  f o r  re a so n s  whi ch  we s t a t e d  p u b l i c ly ,  
c o n s i s te n t  w it h  t h a t  v o te , we a ls o  a b s ta in e d  to d a y . Even as
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r e v i s e d , th e  r e s o lu t i o n  do es  n o t f u l l y  co rr e sp o n d  to  ou r v ie w s,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  s in c e  i t  a p p ea rs  to  a c c e p t by i t s  c a l l  f o r  r e c i s io n  o f  m easu re s t h a t  th e  a d m in is tr a t iv e  m easu re s w hi ch  we re  ta k e n  c o n s t i t u t e  a n n e x a ti o n  o f Je ru sa le m  by  I s r a e l ,  an d b ecause  we do n o t b e l ie v e  th e  pro ble m  o f Je ru sa le m  ca n r e a l i s t i c a l l y  be 
so lv ed  a p a r t  from  th e  o th e r  r e l a t e d  a s p e c ts  o f Je ru sa le m  and  
o f th e  M id dl e E a s te rn  s i t u a t i o n .  T h e re fo re , th e  U nit ed  S ta te s  a b s ta in e d .

We ha ve  o f  c o u rs e  r e c e n t ly  e x p re sse d  o u rs e lv e s  i n  a  mo re fo rm al  
se n se  by  v o ti n g  f o r  a r e s o lu t io n  d e a li n g  w it h  th e  q u e s ti o n  o f Je ru sa le m . T h is  was  th e  L a ti n  Amer ican  r e s o lu t i o n  c o n ta in ed  
inDoc um en t A/L . 523 Re v. 1 , ‘ which  d e a l t  w it h  Je ru sa le m  as  one o f  th e  e le m en ts  in v o lv e d  i n  a p e a c e fu l s e t t le m e n t  in  th e  M iddle E a s t .

I t  i s  in  th e  tr e a tm e n t o f one  a s p e c t o f th e  pro ble m  o f Je ru sa le m  as  an  i s o la t e d  i s s u e ,  s e p a ra te  fro m th e  o th e r  e le m en ts  o f 
Je ru sa le m  and o f a p e a c e fu l s e t tl e m e n t in  th e  M id dl e E a s t,  
t h a t  we were u n a b le  to  su p p o r t R e so lu ti o n  2253« C e r ta in ly ,  
Je ru sa le m , as has bee n p o in te d  o u t u n iv e r s a l l y ,  I  th in k ,  by ev ery  sp e a k e r , i s  an  im p o rt a n t i s s u e  and , in  o u r o p in io n , one 
w hi ch  m us t n e c e s s a r i l y  be  c o n s id e re d  in  th e  c o n te x t o f  a 
s e t tl e m e n t oi'  a l l  th e  p ro ble m s a r i s i n g  o u t o f th e  r e c e n t 
c o n f l i c t .  In  Je ru sa le m  th e r e  a re  t r a n s c e n d e n t s p i r i t u a l  
I n t e r e s t s .  But  th e r e  a re  a ls o  o th e r  im p o rt a n t i s s u e s .  And we b e li e v e  t h a t  th e  m os t f r u i t f u l  app ro ach  to  a d is c u s s io n  o f th e  
f u tu re  o f Je ru sa le m  l i e s  in  d e a li n g  w it h  th e  e n t i r e  pro ble m  as  one a s p e c t o f th e  b ro a d e r  a rr angem en ts  t h a t  m us t be  made  to  

r e s to r e  a j u s t  and d u ra b le  peace In  th e  a r e a . And we b e li e v e  c o n s i s te n t  w it h  th e  r e s o lu t i o n  we w er e re ad y  t o  sp o n so r,  t h a t  t h i s  Asse mbly sh ould  ha ve  d e a l t  w it h  th e  pro ble m  by d e c la r in g  i t s e l f  
a g a in s t an y u n i l a t e r a l  ch an ge  in  th e  s t a tu s  o f  Je ru sa le m .

Mr. P re s id e n t , s in c e  we a re  ap p ro ach in g  th e  en d o f t h i s  s e s s io n  on t h i s  im p o rt a n t s u b j e c t ,  in  whi ch  re m ak rs  w er e made n o t r e l a t i n g  s p e c i f i c a l l y  to  Je ru sa le m  b u t ra n g in g  v e ry  b ro a d ly  on o th e r  s u b j e c t s ,  I  canno t l e t  t h i s  o c c a s io n  p a ss  w it h o u t r e f e re n c e  to  
some o f  th e  a l l e g a t i o n s  made re g a rd in g  my G overn m ent' s r o l e  in  
t h e  r e c e n t c o n f l i c t  in  th e  M iddle E a s t.  The  c h a rg e s  t h a t  th e  U n it ed  S ta te s  i n s t i g a t e d ,  en co ura ged  o r  in  an y way p a r t i c i p a t e d  
in  t h i s  t r a g i c  s t r u g g le  a re  to o  un fo un ded  to  d ig n i f y  by
in d iv id u a l  comm ent . I  d e a l t  w it h  man y o f th e s e  fa ls e h o o d s  
e x p l i c i t l y  In  th e  S e c u r i ty  C ouncil  an d w i l l  n o t ta k e  th e  ti m e o f  th e  Asse mbly  t o  go o v e r th e  same gro und h e re . I  r e a f f i r m  wha t I  s a id  to  th e  S e c u r i ty  C ouncil  w it h  r e s p e c t  to  each  an d e v e ry  on e o f th e s e  c h a rg e s .

I  w i l l  m ere ly  say  t h a t  one p o s i t i v e  n o te  in  t h i s  s e s s io n  has 
been  th e  ab an do nm en t o f  th e  m os t v ic io u s  fa ls e h o o d  o f a l l  — w hi ch  could  ha ve  been  p ro d u c ti v e  o f  th e  m os t d i s a s t r o u s  co nse quences — 
t h a t  U n it ed  S ta te s  p la n e s  an d m i l i t a r y  p e rs o n n e l p a r t i c i p a t e d  in  th e  war  on  th e  s id e  o f  I s r a e l .  B e fo re  th e  war  b ro ke o u t ,  we so ugh t t o  p re v e n t i t  by  a l l  means  a t  ou r command. And on ce  i t
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b eg an , we d id  e v e ry th in g  in  ou r po wer  to  b r in g  i t  to  an  e a r ly  
en d . The re c o rd  o f  ou r d ip lo m ac y i s  v e ry  c le a r  in  t h i s  m a t te r , 
d e s p i te  com ments whi ch  ha ve  bee n re ad  from  new sp ap er s w hi ch  
s c a r c e ly  c h a r a c te r i z e  t h a t  d ip lo m acy . And th e  re c o rd  o f th e  
S e c u r i ty  C ouncil  i s  p la in  and c l e a r  f o r  ev ery one to  re ad  as  
to  th e  a c t io n s  we to o k , su p p o rt ed  an d i n i t i a t e d  in  th e  S e c u r i ty  
C ouncil  t o  b r in g  th e  c o n f l i c t  to  an  en d .

T here  i s  one charg e  about ou r p o s i t i o n  t o  whi ch  I  b e li e v e  no 
n a t io n  in  t h i s  h a l l  f a i t h f u l  to  th e  C h a r te r  wo uld  f e e l  an y 
n e c e s s i ty  t o  p le a d . T hat i s  th e  charg e  t h a t  we su p p o rt  th e  
r i g h t  o f e v e ry  so v e re ig n  s t a t e  member o f  th e  U nit ed  N ati ons 
to  an  in d e p e n d e n t n a t io n a l  e x is te n c e ,  i t s  r i g h t  t o  l i v e  in  a 
s p i r i t  o f  p e a c e fu l c o e x is te n c e  an d good  n e ig h b o r li n e s s  w it h  
a l l  in  th e  a r e a .  T hat  i s  a charg e  whi ch  th e  C h a r te r  o f th e  
U nit ed  N a ti o n s  p la c e s  on  us a l l  and w hi ch  we sh ould  a l l  

r e a d i ly  a c c e p t and ac kn ow le dg e.

Our vi ew  has re m ai ne d s t e a d f a s t  — b e f o r e , d u ri n g  and now , 
a f t e r  th e  c o n f l i c t .  We ex te nd  th e  ha nd  o f f r ie n d s h ip  t o  a l l  
s t a t e s  in  th e  M id dl e E a s t and e x p re s s  th e  f e r v e n t ho pe  t h a t  
as  ti m e  h e a ls  th e  s c a r s  o f  war  we ca n so on  a g a in  Jo in  our 
common e f f o r t s  in  h e lp in g  b u il d  a b e t t e r ,  mo re e n d u ri n g  o rd e r  
in  e v e ry  s t a t e  an d th ro u g h o u t th e  a r e a ,  w it h  p e a c e , j u s t i c e ,  
s e c u r i ty  and l i b e r t y  f o r  a l l .

Mr. P r e s id e n t ,  so  much v i t u p e r a t io n  has ta k e n  p la c e  in  t h i s  
A ss em bl y,  so  unse em in gly  in  a w orl d  fo ru m , t h a t  I  cou ld  n o t 
h e lp  r e c a l l i n g  to d a y  a s ta te m e n t made by  my d is ti n g u is h e d  
p re d e c e s s o r  who d ie d  two y e a rs  ag o to d a y  in  th e  cause  o f  p e a c e , 
A d la i S te v en so n . A d la i S te v e n s o n ,t a lk in g  abou t o u r be lo ved  
E le an o r R o o se v e lt , s a id ,  "She wo uld  ra th e r /S T ^ a n d le  th a n  c u rs e  
th e  d a rk n e s s ."  And I  sh a re  t h a t  s p i r i t .  I  do  n o t se e  t h a t  
a n y th in g  i s  ga in ed  in  th e  cause  o f peace  in  th e  M id dl e E a s t by 
t h e . v i t u p e r a t io n  which  has ta k e n  p la c e ,  v i t u p e r a t io n  n o t o n ly  
a g a in s t  my c o u n tr y  b u t a g a in s t  o th e r ,  s m a ll c o u n tr ie s , 
v i t u p e r a t io n  whi ch  has  no  p la c e  in  t h i s  fo ru m .

The  ti m e  ha s come - -  in d e e d , th e  ti m e  i s  lo n g  over due - -  f o r  
v i t u p e r a t io n  and b i t t e r n e s s  t o  be  te m pere d  by  so b e r r e a l i z a t i o n  
o f th e  d i f f i c u l t i e s  ah ea d and th e  w il l in g n e s s  to  fa c e  them  
s q u a re ly  and to  do so m et hin g a b o u t th em .

What i s  ne ed ed  i s  th e  wisdom  an d s ta te sm a n sh ip  o f  a l l  th o s e  
d i r e c t l y  co ncern ed  and th e  memb ers  o f  th e  U n it ed  N a ti o n s  so  
t h a t  c o n d it io n s  o f  h a te ,  to o  much v e n t i l a t e d  in  t h i s  h a l l ,  ca n 
be  e v e n tu a ll y  re p la c e d  by  c o n d it io n s  o f go od  n e ig h b o r l in e s s .

What i s  ne ed ed  ab ov e a l l  in  th e  a r e a  i s  a s p i r i t  o f  r e c o n c i l i a t i o n  
which  w i l l  som eday h o p e fu l ly  , make  p o s s ib le  a peace  of
r e c o n c i l i a t i o n .  I  f e r v e n t ly  ho pe  t h a t  a l l  in  th e  a re a  and a l l  
in  t h i s  h a l l  w i l l  appro ach  th e  day s ah ea d in  t h i s  s p i r i t .



V. United Nations General Assembly Documents

1. Resolution 34/90 , J anuary 21, 1980

T h ir ty - fo u r th  se ss io n  
Agenda item  51

RESOLUTIONS ADOPTED BY THE GENERAL ASSD1BLY

/o n th e  r e p o r t o f th e  S p ec ia l P o l i t ic a l  Com mit tee (A /3 ^/6 91 /A dd.l J/

31 /9 0.  Rep or t o f  th e  S p ec ia l Comm ittee to  In v e s t ig a te  I s r a e l i  P ra c ti c e s  
A ff ec ti n g  th e  Human R ig h ts  o f th e  P opu la ti on  o f th e  Oc cup ied
T e r r i to r ie s

A -  U S

The Gen er al  As sembly,

Guid ed by th e  purp ose s and  p r in c ip le s  o f  th e  C h a rt e r o f th e  U ni te d N at io ns  
as  w ell  as  th e  p r in c ip le s  and  p ro v is io n s  o f th e  U n iv ers a l D ec la ra ti o n  o f  Human 
R ig h ts , 1 /

Bea ring  in  mind th e  p ro v is io n s  o f  th e  Geneva Con ve nt ion r e l a t i v e  to  th e  
P ro te c ti o n  o f C iv il ia n  Per so ns  in  Time o f  War, o f 12 Augus t 19 ^9 , 2 / as  w e ll  as o f 
o th e r  re le v a n t co nven tions and  r e g u la t io n s ,

R ecall in g  a l l  i t s  r e s o lu t io n s  on th e  s u b je c t , in  p a r t i c u la r  r e s o lu ti o n s  
32 /91 B and  C o f 13 December 1977  and 33 /113  C o f  18 December 19 78 , as  w el l as  
th o se  ad op ted by th e  S e c u ri ty  C ounc il , th e  Commission on Human R ig h ts  and o th e r 
U nit ed  N at io ns  or ga ns  co nc er ne d and  by th e  sp e c ia li z e d  a g e n c ie s ,

Hav ing  consi dere d  th e  r e p o r t  c f  th e  S p ec ia l Comm ittee to  In v e s ti g a te  I s r a e l i  
P ra c ti c e s  A ff ec ti n g  th e  Human R ig h ts  o f th e  P opu la ti on  o f  th e  Oc cupie d 
T e r r i t o r i e s ,  3 / wh ich  c o n ta in s , i n t e r  a l i a , p u b li c  st a te m e n ts  made by le a d e rs  o f 
th e  Gove rnment o f I s r a e l ,

1.  Commends th e  S p ec ia l Comm ittee to  In v e s ti g a te  I s r a e l i  P ra c ti c e s  A ff ec ti n g  
th e  Human R ig h ts  o f th e  P opu la ti o n  o f th e  Oc cupied  T e r r i to r i e s  fo r  i t s  e f fo r t s  in  
pe rf orm in g th e  ta s k s  assi gned  to  i t  by th e  G en er al  Assem bly  and  fo r  i t s  
th oro ughnes s and  im p a r ti a l i ty -

, 1 / G en er al  Ass embly  r e s o lu t io n  217 A ( i l l ) .
2 / U ni te d N ati o n s , T re a ty  S e r ie s , v o l.  75 . No. 97 3,  p.  287. 

3/  A/3 1/ 63 1.
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2.  D en lo re s th e  co nt in ue d re fu s a l by I s r a e l  to  al lo w  th e  S p ec ia l Com mit tee 
ac ce ss  to  th e  oc cu pi ed  t e r r i t o r i e s ;

3- " a l l s  ag ai n  upc r  I s r a e l  to  al lo w  th e  S pec ia l Com mit tee access  to  th e  
oc cu pi ed  t e r r i t o r i e s

• D ep lo re s th e  co ntinued  and p e r s i s t e n t  v io la t io n  by I s r a e l  o f th e  Geneva  
Co nv en tio n r e la t iv e  to  th e  P ro te c ti o n  o f  C iv il ia n  Per so ns in  Time o f War, o f  
12 August 19 ^9 , and  o th e r a p p li c a b le  in te r n a t io n a l  in s tr u m e n ts , and cond emns in  
p a r t ic u la r  thos-,- v io la t io n s  wh ich  th a t  Con ve nt ion d e s ig n a te s  as  "g ra ve  b re aches'  
t h e r e o f ;

5. Condemns tn e  fo ll ow in g  I s r a e l i  p o l ic ie s  and p r a c t ic e s :

(a ) Ann ex at ion o f p a r ts  o f th e  oc cu pi ed  t e r r i t o r i e s ;

(b ) E st ab li sh m en t o f  new I s r a e l i  se tt le m e n ts  and  ex pa ns io n o f  th e  e x is ti n g  
“e tt le m e n ts  on p r iv a te  and p u b li c  Arab  la n d s , and  t r a n s f e r  o f an a li e n  po p u la ti o n  
t h e r e to •

(c ) E vac uat io n , d e p o r ta ti o n , ex p u ls io n , di sp la ce m en t and  t r a n s f e r  o f Arab  
in h ab it an t. - o f th  • oc cu pi ed  t e r r i t o r i e s  and d en ia l o f t h e i r  r ig h t  to  r e tu rn ;

'd )  C o n fi sc a ti o n  ar.d e x p ro p ri a ti o n  o f  p r iv a te  and p u b li c  Arab p ro p e rt y  in  
th e  occ up ie d t e r r i t o r i e s  and a i l  o th e r  t r a n s a c t io n s  fo r  th e  a c q u is i ti o n  o f le nd  
in v o lv in g  th e  I s r a e l i  a u th o r i t i e s ,  i n s t i t u t i o n s  or  n a t io n a ls  on th e  on e ha nd , and  
th e  in h a b it a n ts  i n s t i t u t i o n s  o f th e  oc cu pi ed  t e r r i t o r i e s  on th e  o th e r ;

(e_) D es tr u c ti o n  and  dem oli ti on  o f Arab ho use s;

( f )  Eas s a r r e s t s ,  a d m in is tr a ti v e  d e te n ti o n  and i l l - t r e a tm e n t  o f th e  Arab 
popu la ti on

(g ) I l l - t r e a tm e n t  and t o r tu r e  o f  per so ns un de r d e te n ti o n -

(h ) P i l l a r i n g  o f a? 'c h aeo lo g ic il  and  c u l tu r a l  p ro p e rt y ;

(i_) In te rfe re n c e  - i t h  r e l ig io u s  free do ms and  p r a c t ic e s  as  w ell  as  fa m ily  
r ig h t  s and cu st om s.

I l l e g a l  e x p lo it a ti o n  o f  th e  n a tu r a l  w ea lt h , re so u rc e s  and  p o p u la ti o n  
o f th e  occ up ie d t e r r i t o r i e s ;

6.  R e a ff ir r  s th a t  a l l  m ea su re s ta ken  by  I s r a e l  to  cha nge th e  p h y sic a l 
c h a ra c te r , demog raph ic co m posi ti on , i n s t i t u t i o n a l  s t r u c tu r e  o r  s ta tu s  o f  th e  
occ up ie d t e r r i t o r i e s ,  o r any  par e th e r e o f , in c lu d in g  Je ru sa le m , a re  n u l l  and  vo id  
and  t h a t  I s r a e l 's  p o li c y  o f s e t t l i n g  p a r t s  o f i t s  po p u la ti o n  and  new im migrant s 
in  th e  occ upie d t e r r i t o r i e s  c o n s t i tu te s  a f la g ra n t  v io la t io n  of th e  Geneva 
Con ve nt ion r e l a t i v e  to  th e  P ro te c ti o n  o f C iv il ia n  Per so ns  in  Time oi  War and  of  
th e  re le v a n t r e s o lu t io n s  o f th e  U ni te d N ati ons;

61-2 53 0 - 8 0 - 1 0
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7 . Demands th a t  I s r a e l  d e s is t  fo rt h w it h  from  th e  p o l ic ie s  and p ra c ti c e s
re fe r r e d  to  in  pa ra gr ap hs  5 and 6 ab ove:

S.  R e it e ra te s  i t s  c a l l  unon  a l l  S ta te s , in  p a r t i c u la r  th o se  S ta te s  p a r t ie s  
to  th e  Geneva  Co nv en tio n r e la t iv e  to  th e  P ro te c ti o n  o f  C iv il ia n  Per so ns in  Time 
of War, in  ac co rd an ce  w ith a r t i c l e  1 o f  th a t  Con ve nt io n,  and  upon in te rn a t io n a l  
o rg a n iz a ti o n s  and th e  sp e c ia li z e d  ag encie s not  to  re cogn iz e  any  ch an ges c a r r ie d  
out by  I s r a e l  in  th e  occ up ie d t e r r i t o r i e s  and  to  av oi d a c t io n s , in c lu d in g  th ose  in  
th e  f i e ld  o f  a id , which  might  be  us ed  by I s r a e l  in  i t s  p u r s u it  o f th e  p o l ic ie s  of  
an nex at io n  and c o lo n iz a ti o n  o r any  of  th e  o th e r  p o l ic ie s  and p r a c t ic e s  re fe rre d  to  in  th e  p re sen t re so lu ti o n

9- Req ue sts th e  S pecia l Co mmittee , pe nd ing th e  e a r ly  te rm in a ti o n  o f th e ' 
I s r a e l i  o ccupati on , to  co n ti nue to  in v e s ti g a te  I s r a e l i  p o l ic ie s  and p ra c t ic e s  in  
th e  Arab  t e r r i t o r i e s  occ up ie d by I s r a e l  s in c e  19 6? , to  c o n s u lt , as  a p n ro p ri a te , 
w ith th e  In te rn a ti o n a l Com mit tee o f th e  Red Cr oss in  o rd e r to  en su re  th e  
sa fe guard in g o f th e  w elf a re  and human r ig h ts  o f th e  p o p u la ti o n  o f th e  oc cu pi ed  
t e r r i t o r i e s  and to  re p o rt  to  th e  S e c re ta ry  G en er al  as  soo n as  p o ss ib le  and whene ver  
th e  nee d a r is e s  th e r e a f te r :

10 . Req ue st s th e  S pecia l Comm ittee to  co n ti nue to  in v e s ti g a te  th e  tr ea tm en t 
o f c iv i l i a n s  in  d e te n ti o n  in  th e  Arab  t e r r i t o r i e s  occ up ie d by I s r a e l  s in ce  196 7.

11. Req ue st s th e  S ecre ta ry -G en e ra l-

(a ) To f in is h  a l l  n ecessa ry  f a c i l i t i e s  to  th e  S p ec ia l Co mmittee , in c lu d in g  
th ose  re q u ir ed  fo r  i t s  v i s i t s  to  th e  oc cu pi ed  t e r r i t o r i e s ,  w it h  a vie w to  
in v e s ti g a ti n g  th e  I s r a e l i  p o l ic ie s  and  p r a c t ic e s  r e fe r r e d  to  in  th e  p re sen t 
r e s o lu t io n ;

(b) To co n ti nue to  make a v a i la b le  a d d it io n a l s t a f f  as may be  n ecessa ry  to  
a s s i s t  th e  S pec ia l Com mit tee in  th e  pe rfor m an ce  o f i t s  ta s k s -

(c_) To en su re  th e  w id es t c i r c u la t io n  o f  th e  r e p o r ts  o f  th e  S p ec ia l Co mm ittee,  
and of in fo rm ati on  re g ard in g  i t s  a c t i v i t i e s  and f in d in g s , by a l l  means a v a il a b le  
th ro ug h th e  De pa rtm en t of  P ub li c  In fo rm ati on  o f th e  S e c r e ta r ia t  an d, where  
n ecessa ry , to  r e p r in t  th o se  r e p o r ts  o f th e  S pecia l Comm ittee wh ich a re  no lo nger  
a v a i la b le ;

(d ) To re p o rt  to  th e  G en er al  Ass embly  a t  i t s  t h i r t y - f i f t h  se ss io n  on th e  
ta s k s  e n tr u s te d  to  him in  th e  p re se n t para gra ph ;

12 . D ec id es  to  in c lu d e  in  th e  p ro v is io n a l agenda o f i t s  t h i r t y - f i f t h  se ss io n  
th e  item  e n t i t l e d  "R ep or t o f th e  S p ec ia l Com mit tee to  In v e s t ig a te  I s r a e l i  
P ra c ti c e s  A ff ec ti n g  th e  Human R ig h ts  o f  th e  P opu la ti on  o f th e  Oc cupied  T e r r i t o r i e s '.

9?t h  p le n a ry  m ee ting
12 December 1979
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b -

The  G enera l A ss em bly ,

R e ca ll in g  i t s  r e s o lu ti o n s  3092 A (XXVIII ) o f 7 December 19 73 , 32h0 B (XXIX) 
of 29 November 1971*, 3525 B (XXX) of 15 December  19 75 , 31/1 0f r  o f  16 Dece mber 19 7c , 
32/91  A o f 13 December 1977 and 33 /113  A of 18 December 19 78 ,

C on si der in g th a t  th e  pr om ot ion o f  re sp e c t fo r  th e  o b li g a ti o n s  a r i s in g  from  
th e  Cha pter  o f th e  U ni te d N at io ns and o th e r  in st ru m en ts  and  ru le s  o f  in te r n a t io n a l  
law  i s  among th e  b a s ic  pu rp os es  and p r in c ip le s  o f th e  U ni te d N a ti o n s ,

Bea ring  in  mind th e  p ro v is io n s  o f  th e  Geneva Co nv en tio n r e l a t i v e  to  th e  
P ro te c ti o n  o f  C iv il ia n  Per so ns  in  Time o f  War, o f 12 August 19^*9, V

Not in g th a t  I s r a e l  and  th o se  Arab S ta te s  whose t e r r i t o r i e s  ha ve  be en  oc cu pi ed  
by  I s r a e l  s in c e  Ju ne  1967  a re  p a r t i e s  to  th a t  C on ve nt io n,

Ta king  in to  ac co un t th a t  S ta te s  p a r t i e s  to  th a t  Con ve nt ion u n d e rt a k e , in  
ac co rd an ce  w it h  a r t i c l e  1 th e r e o f , no t on ly  to  re sp e c t b u t a ls o  to  en su re  re sp e c t 
fo r  th e  Con ve nt ion in  a l l  c ir cu m st an ces ,

1. R ea ff irm s th a t  th e  Geneva Con ve nt ion r e l a t i v e  t c  th e  P ro te c ti o n  o f 
C iv il ia n  Per so ns in  Time of War, o f  12 Augus t 19 ^9 , i s  a p p li c a b le  to  P a le s ti n ia n  
and  o th e r Ara b t e r r i t o r i e s  oc cu pi ed  by  I s r a e l  s in c e  19 67 , in c lu d in g  Je ru sa le m ;

2.  S tr o n g ly  dep lo re s th e  f a i lu r e  o f I s r a e l  to  ack nowledge  th e  a p p l i c a b i l i ty  
o f th a t  Co nv en tio n to  th e  t e r r i t o r i e s  i t  ha s oc cu pie d s in c e  19 67 ;

3. C a ll s ag ai n upon I s r a e l  to  ackn ow led ge  and to  com ply  w it h  th e  p ro v is io n s  
o f  th a t  Con ve nt ion in  P a le s ti n ia n  and o th e r  Ara b t e r r i t o r i e s  i t  ha s oc cu pi ed  s in ce  
19 o7 , in c lu d in g  Je ru sa le m :

1*. Ur ges on ce  uore  a l l  S ta te s  p a r t i e s  to  th a t  Co nv en tio n to  e x e r t a l l  
e f f o r t s  in  o rd er to  en su re  re sp e c t fo r  and  co m pl ia nc e w it h  i t s  p ro v is io n s  in  
P a le s ti n ia n  and  o th e r  Arab t e r r i t o r i e s  oc cu pie d by I s r a e l  s in c e  19 67 , in c lu d in g  
Je ru sa le m .

99 th  p le n a ry  m ee ting
12 December 1979

The G en er al  As sembly,

R e ca ll in g  i t s  r e s o lu ti o n s  32 /5  o f 28 O ct ob er  1977 and  33 /113  B o f  
18 December 19 78 ,

U/ U nit ed  N a ti o n s , T re a ty  S e r ie s , v o l . 75 , No. 97 3,  p . 28 7.
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Exp ress ing:  gr av e an x ie ty  and co nc er n a t tn e  p re sen t se ri o u s  s i tu a t io n  in  
th e  occ upie d  Arab t e r r i t o r i e s  as  a r e s u l t  o f th e  co nt in ue d I s r a e l i  occ upat io n  and 
th e  m ea su re s and a c ti o n s  ta k en  by th e  Government o f  I s r a e l ,  as  th e  oc cu py ing Power, 
and  des ig ned  to  change  th e  le g a l  s t a tu s ,  geo gra phic al  n a tu re  and  demo gra phic 
co m posi tion o f th o se  t e r r i t o r i e s .

C ons id er in g th a t  th e  Geneva Co nv en tio n r e la t iv e  to  th e  P ro te c ti o n  o f C iv il ia n  
Per so ns  in  Time o f  V ar , o f  12 Augus t 19 ^9 , 5/  i s  a p p li c a b le  to  a l l  th e  Arab 
t e r r i t o r i e s  oc cu pi ed  s in c e  5 Ju ne 19 67 ,

1- Det er m in es  th a t  a l l  su ch  mea su res and a c ti o n s  ta ken  by I s r a e l  in  th e  «
P a le s ti n ia n  and o th e r  Arab t e r r i t o r i e s  oc cu pi ed  s in c e  196? have  no le g a l v a l id i ty  
and  c o n s t i tu te  a se ri o u s  o b s tr u c ti o n  o f e f fo r t s  aimed a t  ac h ie v in g  a ju s t  and 
la s t in g  pe ac e in  th e  k id d le  E as t •

2.  S tr ong ly  dep lo re s th e  p e r s is te n c e  o f I s r a e l  in  c a rr y in g  ou t such  m ea su re s,  •
in  p a r t i c u la r  th e  es ta b li sh m en t o f  se tt le m e n ts  in  th e  P a le s ti n ia n  and o th er
oc cu pi ed  Arab t e r r i t o r i e s ’

3. C a ll s  ag ai n upon I s r a e l  to  com ply  s t r i c t l y  w ith  i t s  in te rn a t io n a l  
o b li g a ti o n s  in  ac co rd an ce  w it h  th e  p r in c ip le s  o f in te rn a t io n a l  la v  and  th e  
p ro v is io n s  o f th e  Geneva Co nv en tio n r e la t iv e  to  th e  P ro te c ti o n  o f C iv il ia n  Per so ns  
in  Time o f  V ar ; o f 12 August 19^9 :

C a ll s once more upon th e  Gove rnment o f I s r a e l ,  as  th e  oc cu py in g Powe r, to  
d e s is t  fo rt h w it h  from  ta k in g  any a c ti o n  vhic h  would r e s u l t  in  ch an gi ng  th e  le g a l 
s t a tu s ,  geogra ph ic a l n a tu re  o r demog raph ic co m po si tion  o f th e  Arab  t e r r i t o r i e s  
occ up ie d s in c e  19 67 , in c lu d in g  Je ru sa le m ;

5.  Urges a l l  S ta te s  p a r t i e s  to  th e  Geneva  Con ve nt ion r e l a t i v e  to  th e  
P ro te c ti o n  o f C iv il ia n  Per so ns  in  Time o f War to  re sp e c t and to  e x e r t a l l  e f fo r t s  
in  o rd er to  en su re  re sp e c t fo r  and  co m pl ianc e w ith  i t s  p ro v is io n s  in  a l l  th e  Arab  
t e r r i t o r i e s  oc cu pi ed  by I s r a e l  s in c e  19 67 , in c lu d in g  Je ru sa le m .

99 th  p le n ary  m ee tin g
12 December 1979

5/ I b id .
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The m ee ting was c a l le d  to  orc'.er a t 3. P?  Q.m.

AGEEDA ITEM 51- REPORT OF THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE TO INVESTIGATE ISRAELI PRACTICES 
AFFECTING THE HUMAN RIGHTS OF THE POPULATION OF THE OCCUPIED TERRITORIES 
( c o n ti n u e d ) (A /3 V 631 , A /3 ^/ 720; A/SP C/2U /7; A/S FC /3U/L .1?,  L .2 0 , L .2 3,
L. 2L )

1 . The CHAIRMAN drew th e  C om m it te e' s a t te n t io n  to  th r e e  d r a f t  r e s o lu ti o n s  or. th e  
it em  un de r c o n s id e ra ti o n : A /S P C /S V L .l ? , sp on so re d by  A fg h a n is ta n , B an gl ad es h,  
I n d ia , In d o n e s ia , M ad ag as ca r,  M al aysi a , N ig er ia , and P a k is ta n ; A /S PC /3 V L .23, 
sp onso re d  by  A fg h a n is ta n , B an gla des h, In d ia , In d o n e s ia , M ad ag as ca r,  M al aysi a ,
M ali , N ig e r ia , F a h is ta n  an d Y ugosl av ia ; and A /S PC /3 ^/ L. 2E , sp onso re d  by  
A fg h a n is ta n , B an gla de sh , G u in ea- B is sa u , In d ia , In d o n e s ia , M ad ag as ca r,  M al i,
P a k is ta n  and  Tur ke y.  On ly th e  f i r s t  ha d f in a n c ia l im p li c a ti o n s , a s  in d ic a te d  in  
th e  re le v a n t s ta te m en t by  th e  S ec re ta ry -G e n era l (A /SPC /3E/L.2O ).

2 . ?: r■ DORUN ( I s r a e l )  obse rv ed  th a t  d ra f t  r e s o lu ti o n  A /S PC/3 VL.1 9 had be en  
subm it te d  to  th e  Co mm itte e on 23 Novem ber 19 79 , th e  same day  on which  th e  re p o rt  
o f th e  S p e c ia l Comm itte e (A /3 V S3 1)  ha d be en  d is t r ib u te d ,  wh ich showed th e  
i r r e s p o n s ib le  ma nner in  wh ich su ch  re s o lu ti o n s  we re p re p a re d  and  p re s e n te d , fo r 
th e r e  was no way in  wh ich th e  sp onso rs  could  ha ve  s tu d ie d  th e  r e p o r t b e fo re  
p re p a ri n g  t h e i r  d r a f t  r e s o lu t io n .

3.  L ik e th e  o th e r  two d r a f t s ,  d r a f t  re s o lu ti o n  A/SP C/3E /L .19 was fo r  a l l  
p r a c t i c a l  purp ose s id e n t i c a l  w it h  th e  re s o lu ti o n  ad opte d th e  o re v io u s  y e a r by  th e  
G en er al  Assem bly.  I t  co mpl im en ted and commended th e  S p e c ia l Comm itte e fo r  i t s  
w or k,  a lt hough  in  t r u t h  th e re  was  no re aso n  to  do so . His  d e le g a ti o n  ha d sho w, 
in  seme d e t a i l  th a t  th e  c o n c lu si o n s  in  th e  re p o rt  o f th e  S p e c ia l Co mm itte e were 
wrong an d b a s e le s s , t h a t  th e  wh ole  ap pr oa ch  c f  t h a t  Comm itte e to  i t s  ta s k  had be en  
o n e -s id ed  and p re ju d ic e d , an d th a t  th e  s i tu a t io n  in  th e  a d m in is te red  a re as  ha d be en  
d i s to r te d .  Th er e was no j u s t i f i c a t i o n  fo r  th e  co nd em na tio ns  co n ta in ed  in  o p e ra ti v e  
para g ra p h  5 o f th e  d r a f t  r e s o lu t io n ;  some o f  th e  a c ti o n s  r e f e r r e d  to  in  th e  l i s t  
were no t ev en  m en tio ne d ir . th e  r e p o r t .  The r e s t  o f th e  d ra f t  a ls o  ha d no 
s u b s ta n ti v e  b a s is  e i th e r  in  law or in  f a c t .

1*. As fo r  d r a f t  r e s o lu t io n  A/S PC /3L/L .23,  h is  d e le g a ti o n  ha d po in te d,  o u t t in e  
and a g a in  t h a t ,  a lt hough  I s r a e l  d id  no t acc ep t th e  a p p l ic a b i l i ty  o f th e  Fourt h  
Genev a C on ve nt io n to  th e  a d m in is te re d  a re a s , i t  d id  ir . a c tu a l f a c t ap ply  i t s  
p r in c ip le s  an d ev en  we nt be yo nd  the m.  The a p p l ic a b i l i ty  o f th e  C on ve nt io n was a 
m a tt e r fo r  le g a l in t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  bu t s u re ly  i t  was much b e t t e r  to  perm it  th e  
p o p u la ti o n  to  enjo y a l l  th e  b e n e f it s  c f  th e  Co nv en tio n th an  to  pa y l ip - s e r v ic e  to  
i t s  a p p l i c a b i l i t y  an d th e n  d is re g a rd  i t s  p ro v is io n s , as was be in g  done in  many 
a re a s  o f  c o n f l i c t .  As a n a t t e r  o f f a c t ,  I s r a e l  was th e  only  coun tr y  anyw her e th a t  
ha d ho no ur ed  and  a p p li e d  th e  p r in c ip le s  o f th e  C on ve nt io n.

5 . D ra ft  r e s o lu ti o n  A/S?C /3 lt/ L. 2k  pass ed  jud ge men t or. th e  le g a l  v a l i d i t y  of  a l l  
m ea su re s and  a c ti o n s  ta k en  by  I s r a e l  in  th e  a re as  co nce rn ed . The S p e c ia l P o l i t i c a l  
Co mm itte e was no t co m pe tent  to  make su ch  pr on ou nc em en ts , and th e  s ta te m en ts
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('<r. Doron, Isra el )

concerning the alleged ’’obstruction of efforts aimed at achieving a just and 
lasting peace" was equally out of place. It was precisely resolutions like that 
one which obstructed the on-going peace process.

6. ’Without prejudice to Israel's total rejection of the three draft 
resolutions before the Committee, his delegation wished to register its strongest 
objection to the deliberately distorted and unacceptable terminology employed 
throughout those resolutions concerning the areas to which they purported to apply

• He trusted that the drafts would not gain support, as they did not contribute to 
the cause of peace tut were being put forward for the purpose of aggravating and 
complicating the existing situation.

7. The CHAIRI’A;' said that no other speakers were listed; if he heard no
* objection, he would take it than the Committee wished, as had been requested, to 

take a recorded vote on the three draft resolutions under consideration.

3 . I t  was so d e c id ed .

9. ' '.r. COSTELLO (United States of America), speaking in explanation of vote
before the vote, said that his delegation would vote in favour of draft 
resolutions A/SFC/3^/L.23 and A/SPC/3̂ '/L. 2U in accordance with the established 
policy of his Government. The United States believed that the establishment of 
Israeli settlements in the occupied territories, including the eastern sector of 
Jerusalem, was incompatible with international law and with the provisions of the 
Fourth Geneva Convention ano was an obstacle to the peace process. His delegation 
felt that the expression "Palestinian and other Arab territories occupied since 
l?c7" should not prejudice the results of negotiations. He recognized that the 
question of settlements confronted Israel with difficult and painful decisions 
from a religious standpoint and for valid security reasons. Greater sensitivity 
to the complex nature of the question should have been demonstrated during the 
discussions.

10. His delegation concurred with Egypt in welcoming the Israeli Government's 
decision to rescind the deportation order against the I'ayor of Nablus. Israel, 
like other States, should observe international conventions and international law. 
It had committed itself to respect the rights of the Palestinians and had, with 
United States participation, engaged in negotiations with Egypt that were designed 
to translate principles into practical realities.

11. He hoped that those two draft resolutions would prompt Israel, in the 
interests of security, lasting peace and justice, to reconsider from a practical, 
legal ar.d moral standpoint the policies it was applying in the occupied
territories.

12. His delegation would vote against draft resolution A/SPC/3V L. 19 , in the 
belief that it contained accusations with little or no basis and would be 
r ;fiidel to the ponce process.

13. t recorded vote was taken c n  draft resolution A/S?C/?h/L.l?.
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'a  fa v o u r: A fg h a n is ta n , A lb an ia , A lg e ri a , Ang ola,  B ahra in , B an gl ad es h,
B ar bad os,  B hu ta n,  Bo tsw ana, B ra z i l,  B u lg a ri a , Burm a, B ur un di , 
B y elo ru ss ia n  S o v ie t S o c ia l i s t  R epub li c , Cape  V er de,  Chi na , 
Co lombia,  C ost a P ic a , Cuba. Cyp ru s,  C ze chosl ovak ia , Dem oc ra tic  
Yemen, D ji b o u ti , Ecu ad or , Egy pt , E th io p ia , Gabo r., German 
Dem oc ra ti c R ep u b li c , Ghana , G re ec e,  Gre na da , G ui ne a,  Gui ne a-  
B is sa u , Gu yana,  Hu ng ary,  In d ia , In d o n e s ia , I r a a ,  Ja m ai ca ,
Jo rd a n , Ke nya, Kuw ai t, Le banon, Li by an  Arab Ja m a h ir iy a , 
M ad ag as ca r,  M ala ysi a , M al i,  M au ri ta n ia , ’ e x ic o , M on go lia , 
M orocco , Mozam biqu e, ’li g e r ,  H ig e r ia , Oman, P eru , P h il ip p in e s , 
P o la nd , P o r tu g a l,  Q a ta r,  Romania , Sao Tome and P r in c ip e , Saud i 
A ra b ia , S en eg al,  S ie r r a  Le on e,  S in gapore , S p a in , S r i La nka, 
Su da n,  Sw azil and, Sy ri an  Ara b R epub li c , T h a il a n d , Togo, T ri n id ad  
and  To ba go , T u n is ia , Tu rk ey , Ug anda , U kra in ia n  S o v ie t S o c ia l i s t  
R ep u b li c , Un ion  o f  S ov ie t S o c ia l i s t  R ep u b li cs , U nit ed  Arab 
E m ir a te s , U nit ed  R ep ublic o f T anzan ia , Up per V c lt a , V ie t Ham, 
Yemen, Y ugosl av ia , Z a ir e , Zam bia . <

Gua tem ala,  I s r a e l ,  U nit ed  S ta te s  o f Amer ica.

: A u s t r a l ia , A u s t r ia , Belgium , Ca na da , Den mark, Do minic an  R ep ubli c,  
F in  ■■■ I ,  F ra n ce , German y, F ed e ra l R ep ubli c  o f ,  Hon du ra s, Ic e la n d , 
I r e la n d , I t a l y ,  Japan , Luxembourg, M ala wi, N e th e rl a n d s , Rew 
Zea la nd, Norwa y, Panama , Su rina m e,  Swede n, U nit ed  Kingdom, o f 
G re at  B r i ta in  an d N or th er n I r e la n d , Uruguay, V en ez ue la .

1 - . D ra ft  r e s : l u t i c n  A/Si C /l fc /L .1 9 was ad or .tea  by 67 vo te s to  3,  -..’it h  2?
a b s te n ti o n s .

15 . - re co rd ed  vo te  was ta ken  on d r a f t  r e s o lu ti o n  A /S P C /j h /L .2 3 .

in  fa v o u r: A fg h a n is ta n , A lb an ia , A lg e ri a , Ang ola)  A rg e n ti n a , A u s t ra li a ,
A u s t r ia , B ah ra in , B an gl ad es h,  Ear bad os,  Be lg ium, Bhu tan,  
Eot sw an a,  B r a z i l ,  B u lg a ri a , Burma, B uru ndi , B y elo ru ss ia n  Sovie t 
S o c ia l i s t  R ep u b li c , Ca nada , Cane Ver de , C h il e , C hi na , Co lom bia , 
C os ta  P ic a , Cu ba,  Cyp ru s,  C ze chosl ovak ia , D em oc ra tic  Yemen, 
Den mark,  D ji b o u ti , Ecu ad or , Egy pt , E th io p ia , F in la n d , F ra nce, 
Gabon , German D em oc ra tic R epub li c , German y, F e d e ra l R ep ub lic o f , 
Gh ana, G re ec e,  G re na da , G uin ea-E is sa u , Gu yana , Hon du ra s,
Hun ga ry , Ic e la n d , In d ia , In d o n e s ia , I r a q ,  I r e la n d , I t a l y ,  
Ja m aic a , Jap a n , Jo rd a n , Kenya , Kuw ai t, Le ba no n,  Li by an  Ara b 
Jam a h ir iy a , Luxem bou rg,  M ad ag as ca r, M al aysi a , M al d iv es , ? ia li , 
M a u ri ta n ia , M ex ico,  M on go lia , Moro cco, -o za m oia ue,  N e th erl an d s,  
New Z eala nd , N ig e r,  N ig e r ia , Norway, Oman, Panama , P eru , 
P h il ip p in e s , P o la nd , P o r tu g a l,  Q a ta r , Ro ma nia , Sao  Tome and 
P r in c ip e , Sa ud i A ra b ia , S enegal,  S ie r r a  Le on e,  S in gapore , S pa in , 
S ri  La nk a, Su da n,  Su rina m e,  Sw azil and, Sweden, S y ri an  Arab 
R epub li c , T h a il a n d , Togo, T ri n id a d  and  To ba go , T u n is ia , Tu rk ey , 
Ug anda , U k. ra in ia n S o v ie t S o c ia l i s t  R epub li c , Un ion  o f S ov ie t 
S o c ia l i s t  R ep u b li cs , U nit ed  Ara b E m ir a te s , U n it ed  Kingdom - f

*
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G re at B r i ta in  an d ?! or th er n I r e la n d ,  U nit ed  R ep ubli c o f 
T anzan ia , U nit ed  S ta te s  o f A m er ic a,  Up per V o lt a , Uru gu ay , 
V enez uela , V ie t Fam, Yemen, Y ugosl av ia , Z a ir e , Zambia.  

A g a in s t: I s r a e l .

A b s ta in in g: Do minic an  R ep u b li c , Mala wi .

1c . D ra ft  r e s o lu ti o n  A/ SP C/ 36 /L .23 va s adop te d by  11? vo te s  t o 1 , w ith  
2 a b s te n ti o n s .

17• A re c ord ed  vo te  " a s  t a ken  on d r a f t  re s o lu t i o n A /£ P C /3 h /L .2 l■

I n fa v o u r : A fg h a n is ta n , A lb an ia , .A lg eri a , Ang ola,  A rg en ti n a , A u s t r a l ia ,  
A u s t r ia , B ah ra in , B an gla des h , B ar ba dos,  Belgium , B hut an , 
Bot sw an a,  B r a z i l ,  B u lg a ri a , Burma, B uru nd i,  B y elo ru ss ia n  
S o v ie t S o c ia l i s t  R ep u b li c , Ca na da , Cape  V er de , C h il e , C hi na , 
Co lombia,  C ost a R ic a , Cu ba,  C yp ru s,  C ze chosl ovak ia , Dem oc ra tic  
Yemen,  Den mark,  D ji b o u ti , E cu ad or,  Egypt,  E th io p ia , F in la n d , 
F ra n c e , Gabon , German D em oc ra tic  R ep u b li c , Germany,  F e d e ra l 
R ep ublic o f ,  Gh ana, G re ece , G re na da , G u in ea- B is sa u , Gu yana , 
Hon du ra s, Hun ga ry , Ic e la n d , I n d ia , In d o n e s ia , Ir a q  , I re la n d  , I t e l j  
Ja m aic a , J ap a n , J o rd a n , Ken ya , K uw ai t, Le ba no n,  Li by an  Arab 
Ja m a h ir iy a , Luxem bou rg,  M ad ag as ca r,  M ala ysi a , M al d iv es , M ali , 
M a u r it a n ia , Mex ico,  M on go lia,  M oro cco, Mozam biqu e, H e th erl a n d s,  
Rew Z eala nd , H ig e r,  F ig e r i a ,  Fo rw ay , Oman, Panama, P eru , 
P h il ip p in e s , P o la nd , P o r tu g a l , Q a ta r , Ro ma nia , S.ao Tome and  
P r in c ip e , Sa ud i A ra b ia , S e n e g al,  S ie r r a  Le on e,  S in gapore ,
S p a in , S r i La nk a,  Su da n,  Suri na m e,  Sw azil and, Sweden, S y ri an  
Ara b R epub li c , T h a il a n d , To go , T ri n id a d  and  To ba go , T u n is ia , 
Turk ey , Ug an da , U kra in ia n  S o v ie t S o c ia l i s t  R epub li c , Un ion  o f 
S o v ie t S o c ia l i s t  R ep u b li c s , U nit ed  Ara b E m ir a te s , U nit ed  
Kingdom o f  G re at  B r i ta in  an d n o rt h e rn  I r e la n d , U nit ed  R ep ub lic 
o f  T an zan ia , U ni te d s t a t e s  o f  Am er ic a,  Up per V o lt a , Uru gu ay , 
V enez uela , V ie t 1', am, Yemen, Y u g osl av ia , Z a ir e , Zam bia .

A g a in s t: I s r a e l .

Abst a in in g : Do minic an  R epub li c , Gua te m al a,  Mala wi .

12 . D ra ft  re s o lu t io n  A/DPC/3^ /L.2U was adopte d by  113  vo te s to  1. w ith 
3 a b s te n t io n s .

19 . I i r . CHAR (A u s tr a li a )  s a id  t h a t ,  w hil e  h is  d e le g a ti o n  had vo te d  in  fa vour 
c f  d r a f t  r e s o lu ti o n  A /S FC /3 ^/ L .2 h, i t  to ok th e  e x p re ss io n  " P a le s t in ia n  an d o th e r 
Ara b t e r r i t o r i e s "  to  r e f e r  only  to  th e  t e r r i t o r i e s  occu pie d  in  1967 .
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20 . k r s . (A u s tr ia ) s a id  th a t  her d e le - .t ie r,  ha d vo te d  in  fa vour o f
d r a f t  r e s o lu ti o n  A /2 FC /3 k/ L.23 b u t f u l ly  sh are d  th e  vi ew  th a t  th e  Geneve 
Con ve nt io n r e l a t i v e  to  th e  P ro te c ti o n  o f C iv il ia n  Pers ons in  f in e  o f " a r  was 
a p p li c a b le  in  th e  p re s e n t c ase . Her  d e le g a ti o n  ha d a ls o  vote d  in  fa vour o f  i r a .  
r e s o lu ti o n  . ,/S? C/3k /I> .2k  on th e  u n ders ta nd in g  th a t  th e  ex p re ss io n  'P a le s ti n ia n  
ana o th e r Ara b t e r r i t o r i e s '1 me an t th e  t e r r i t o r i e s  r e f e r r e d  to  in  S e c u ri ty  Cc unci.  
r e s o lu ti o n  2k2 (1 957).

21 . h r .  f e PPAPY ( I r e la n d ) ,  sp ea k in s  cn b e h a lf  o f th e  n in e  member S ta te : c f  th e  
Eu rope an  "co r.omic Com mun ity,  s a id  th a t  th ey  had vo te d  in  fa vour c f  d ra f t  
r e s o lu ti o n  A /3 PC /3 k/ E .23 and  A /S ?C /3 k/ L.2 k.  In  th e  cas e  o f th e  fo rm er,  th e  vote- 
re a ff ir m e d  t h e i r  b e l i e f  t h a t  th e  Fourt h  Geneva Con ve nt io n was a p p li c a b le  to  th e  
occu pie d  t e r r i t o r i e s .  With  re y a rd  to  th e  se co nd  d r a f t ,  th e  p o s it io n  c f  th e  ni ne  
cn I s r a e l 's  s e tt le m e n t p o li c y  was v e i l  known. Of c o u rs e , th e  in te r p r e ta t io n  th a t 
th e y  ha d -ive.n  to  th e  e x p re ss io n  P a le s t in ia n  and  o th e r Ara b t e r r i t o r i e s "  in  p ast  
y e a rs  s t i l l  a p p li e d  t o  th e  t -  t  o f th e  two d r a f t  r e s o lu t io n s .

22 . th e c o u n tr ie s  o f th e  Community ha d a b s ta in e d  in  th e  v o te  on d ra f t 
r e s o lu ti o n  .- ./S?C /5 k/E .I9 , wh ich  re p e a te d  r e s o lu ti o n  33 /113  C o f th e  pre vio us year  
on wh ich  th ey  had a ls o  a b s ta in e d . As a t th a t  ti m e , t h e i r  a b s te n ti o n  re fE ecue i 
t h e i r  re s e rv a ti o n s  re g a rd in g  re s o lu ti o n  2kl»3 (X X II I) ,  un de r vh ic h  th e  S p ec ia l 
Comm itte e ha d be en  e s ta b li s h e d . Furt her m ore , th e y  o b je c te d  to  para gra phs 1 and  
v: ic h  c o n ta in ed  e le m en ts  whose  im p li c a ti o n  seemed to  be  in a p p ro p r ia te . Fo r 
ex am pl e,  th e re  was an ab se nce  o f c o n c lu si v e  p ro o f o f th e  us e o f  to r t u r e
(p a ra . 5 ( ' ) )  by th e  I s r a e l i  a u th o r i t i e s .

23-  'r .  I f  I ' 0 (F in la n d ) s a id  th a t  h is  d e le g a ti o n  ha d a b s ta in e d  in  th e  vo te  on
d r a f t  r e s o lu ti o n  l/S PC /3 ^/E .1 9  bec au se  o f s e r io u s  r e s e r v a t i o n s ,  p a r t i c u la r ly  with  
r e ta r d  to  para gra phs k an d 5.  I t  was im port an t to  f in d  a l a s t i n g  s o lu ti o n  to  th e 
m id dle  E ast  prob le m  which  to ok  due ac co unt  o f th e  r i g h t s  o f th e  P a le s t in ia n s .
Ee th e re fo re  co n si d e re d  i t  e s s e n t i a l  to  ha ve  a c o m p re h e n s iv e ,r e li a b le  p ic tu re  of  
th e  s i tu a t io n  and  r e g r e t te d  th e  f a c t  t h a t  th e  Government  o f I s r a e l  had re fu se d  
to  a ll ow  th e  S p e c ia l Co mm itte e access  to  th e  occ upie d  t e r r i t o r i e s .

2k . h r . PEIEOE (G re ec e)  s a id  t h a t  h is  d e le g a ti o n  ha d vo te d  in  fa vour o f th e  th re e  
d r a f t  r e s o lu t io n s . Ee r e g r e t te d  th e  f a c t th a t  th e  I s r a e l i  a u th o r i t i e s  ha d re fu s e ; 
to  he ed  th e  ap p ea ls  by  th e  U nit ed  "a ti o n s  and th e  w or ld -w id e co nd em na tio n of  th e  
p o l ic ie s  be in g  a p p li e d  in  th e  occ upie d  t e r r i t o r i e s ,  p a r t i c u l a r ly  th e  e st ab li sh m en t 
c f  s e tt le m e n ts .

25 . Ee no te d  t h a t  th e  q u e sti o n  con ta in ed  el em en ts  th a t  we re o f  v i t a l  im po rt an ce  
fo r  a l l  in te r n a t io n a l  pr ob le m s r e s u l t in g  from  m il i t a r y  occupati on  aim ed a t 
a c q u ir in g  t e r r i t o r i e s  by  fo rc e  an d u n i la te r a l ly  cha ngin g t h e i r  demog raph ic  an d 
’eo -ra p h ic a l c h a r a c te r i s t i c s  and  p o l i t i c a l  s t a t u s .  In  th e  p re se n t case  as  in  

o th e rs  c f  s im il a r  n a tu re  th e  q u est io n  o f human r ig h t s  sh ou ld  be  d is cu ssed  in  i t s  
own te rm s , excl ud in g  an y c o n s id e ra ti o n s  o f p o l i t i c a l  exped ie ncy. I t  was 
r- g r e t ta b le  t h a t  th e  I s r a e l i  a u th o r i t i e s  ha d den ie d  th e  S p e c ia l Comm itte e e n tr y  
to  th e  occ upie d a re a s . As in  o th e r in te r n a t io n a l  s i t u a t i o n s ,  i t  s u it e d  th e  
purp ose s o f  occu pation  a u th o r i t i e s  to  re fu se  e n tr y  to  in v e s t ig a t iv e  bod ie s and 
th en  c la im  t.- .a t th e  r e p o r ts  we re in com ple te . In  th e  p re s e n t c a s e , th e re  
s u f f i c ie n t  f a c tu a l e v id en ce , in c lu d in g  o f f i c i a l  s ta te m e n ts  by th e  I s r a e l i  
a u th o r i t i e s .
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(Mr. Phi lo r. , G re ec e)

2c . As ha d be en  no te d  by  th e  S p e c ia l C crm it te e , occupati on  c o n s ti tu te d  in  an d 
o f i t s e l f  a v io la t io n  o f human r ig h t s  o f  th e  c i v i l i a n  p o p u la ti o n  o f  th e  oc cu pi ed  
t e r r i t o r i e s .  The even ts  th a t  ha d o ccu rr ed  s in c e  th e  su bm is si on  o f th e  p re v io u s  
r e p o r t o f  th e  S p e c ia l Comm ittee she wed th a t  I s r a e l  was tr y in g  to  c re a te  a 
de  fa c to  s i tu a t io n  th a t  wo uld  enab le  i t  to  go ah ea d w it h  i t s  c o lo n i a l i s t  p o li c ie s

27 . I s r a e l  re fu s e d  to  co nc ed e th e  a p p l i c a b i l i t y  o f th e  Genev a C onv en tion . I t  
was u n accep ta b le  fo r  occu pation  a u th o r i t i e s  anyw her e in  th e  w orld t o  r e j e c t  th e  

•  minimum s ta n d a rd s  l a id  down by  in te r n a t io n a l  in s tr u m e n ts .,  To t o l e r a t e  th e
p o l ic ie s  o f th e  I s r a e l i  occu pati on  a u th o r i t i e s  in  any ma nne r w hat so ev er  would  
mean enco ura gin g  th e  same th in g  to  ha pp en  in  o th e r case s o f m i l i t a r y  o ccu p a ti o n , 
th u s  im p e r il l in g  in te r n a t io n a l  pe ac e and  j u s t i c e .  Hi s d e le g a ti o n  co n si d e re d  i t  
e s s e n t i a l  to  he ed  th e  a p p ea ls  o f th e  U nit ed  n a ti o n s  an d to  com ply s t r i c t l y  w ith 

ff i t s  re s o lu t io n s .

2? . Ur. POLLING (Sw ede n) and "c . I/wUlEOEAI (Norway ) s a id  th a t  th e y  ha d vote d  
in  fa vour o f d r a f t  r e s o lu ti o n  aTcFC /31* / ! .23 on th e  u n d ers ta n d in g  th a t  th e  
t e r r i t o r i e s  r e f e r r e d  to  in  para g ra phs 1 , 3 and U we re th e  same as th o se  r e f e r r e d  
to  by  S e c u r it y  C ou nc il  r e s o lu ti o n  2^2  (1 967).

29 . i ' r . VILLAGRAN (G ua temala)  s a id  he re co g n iz ed  t h a t  v io la t io n s  o f  human r ig h t s  
mus t be  cond emn ed whe re ve r th e y  o c c u rr e d , ho w ev er , h is  d e le g a ti o n  cou ld  no t 
accep t some o f  th e  p ro v is io n s  o f th e  d r a f t  r e s o lu ti o n s  j u s t  adop te d , ev en  thou gh  
i t  was in  ag re em en t w it h  p r in c ip le s  s e t  f o r th  in  the m an d was aw are  t h a t  th e  
se tt le m e n t p o li c y  b e in g  purs ued  by  I s r a e l  c o n s t i tu te d  a  s e r io u s  o b s ta c le  to  th e  
ac hi ev em en t .o f a s ta b le  peac e in  th e  M iddle P a s t.  A cco rd in g ly , h is  d e le g a ti o n  
ha d vo te d  a g a in s t d r a f t  r e s o lu t io n  A/S?C/3*</L .19 , wh ich co n ta in ed  unaccep ta b le  
el em en ts  an d had a b s ta in e d  in  th e  v o te s  on d r a f t  r e s o lu ti o n s  A /S PC/3 V L.23 and  
A/S PC /3VL. 2U .

30 . . . r . TEAi-IAS (L es ot ho) and Ur. GONZALEZ (E l Sa lv ado r)  s a id  t h a t ,
i f  t h e i r  d e le g a ti o n s  ha d be en  p re s e n t a t  th e  tim e o f th e  v o te , th e y  wo uld  ha ve  
vo te d  in  fa vou r o f  th e  th re e  d r a f t  r e s o lu t io n s .

COMPLETION OF THE COMMITTEE'S UORK

31 . A f te r  an  ex ch an ge  o f c o u r te s ie s ,  th e  CHAIRMAN an no un ced t h a t  th e  S p e c ia l 
P o l i t i c a l  Comm itte e had co m pl et ed  i t s  we rk a t  th e  t h i r t y - f o u r th  s e s s io n .

The m ee ting ro se  a t L .l g  p.m .



3. j u s o l it io n  33/113, D ec em be r IS. 1978

33/1 13 . Report ol the Special  Committee to 
Invest igate Israeli Pract ices Ajffecting 
the H.  mar. Rights of  the Pop ulat ior  
of  the Occupied Terr itories

A  *  s

The Genera! Assembly ,
Recalling its resolutions 3092 A (XXV III ) of

7 December 1973, 3240 B <XALX) of 29 November 
1974, 3525 B (XXX ) of 15 December 1975, 
31 /106  B of 16 December 1976 and 32 /91  A of 
13 De cember 1977,

Considering that  the promotion  of respect for the 
obligations arising from the Chart: * of the United 
Nations and othe r instruments and rules of interna
tional law is among the basic purposes and principles 
of the United Nations,

Bearing in mind the provisions of the Geneva Con
vention relative to the Protection of Civilia Persons 
in Time of War, of 12 August 1949,”

Noting tha t Israel and tl ose Arab States whose te rri
tories have been occupied by Israel since June 1967 
are  parties to that  Convention ,

Taking into account  that States parties  to that  Con
vention undertake,  in accordance with ar ticle 1 thereof, 
not only to respect but also to ensure respect for the 
Convention in all circumstances,

1. Reaffirms that  the Geneva Convention relative 
to  the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War, 
of 12 August 1949, is applicable to all the Ara b terri
tories occupied by Israel since 1967, including Jeru
salem;

2. Strongly deplores the failure  of Israel to ac 
knowledge the applicability  of that  Convention to the 
terri tories it has occupied since 1967;
' 1 . Calls again upon Israel to acknowledge and to 
com ply  with the provisions of that Convention in all 

“ United  Nations , Tr eaty Series, voL 7J , N o.  97 3,  p. 287.

the Arab territo ries it has occupied since 1967, in
cluding Jerusa lem;

4. Urges once more all States parties to tha t Co r 
vention to exert all efforts in orde r to ensure respect 
for and compuance with the provisions thereof in all 
the Arab territories occupied by Israel since 1967, 
including Jerusalem.

87 ih plenary mee ting  
18 December 1978 

B -  S

The Genera ' Assembly ,
Recalling its resolution 32 /5  of 28 October 1977, 
Expressing grave anxiety  and concern over the pre

sent rerious situation m the occupied Arab  territo ries 
as a result of the continued Israeli occupation and the 
measures and actions  taken by the Government of 
Israel, as the occupying Power, and designed to  change 
the legal status, geographical t . t u -  and demographic 
•composition of those territories.

Considering that the Geneva Convention relative to 
the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War, of 
12 August 19 49 “  is applicable to all the Ara l' Uni 

tes occupied since 5 Jan e 1967,
1. Determ ines  that  all such measures and ictions  

taken by Israel in tht Palestinian and other  A rab terr i
tories occup.ed since 1967 have no legal validity ar d  
constitu te a serious obstruction of efforts aimed at 
achieving a just and lasting peace in the Middle Eas t;

2. Strongly  deplores the persistence of Israe l in 
carrying out such measures,  in particular the establ ish
ment of settlements  in the Palestinian and other oc- 
rupied Arab  terri tories;

3. Calls upon Israel io comply strictly with its 
international ob ':°atio ns in accordance  with the prin 
ciples of international law and the provisions of the  
Geneva Convention relative  to the Protection of Ci
vilian Persons in Time of War, of 12 August 1949;

4 . Calls once more upon the  Government of Israel, 
as th e occupying Power, to desist forthwith from taking 
ar y action which would result in changing the legal 
status,  geographical nature or de- 'ogr aphic composi
tion of the Arab territories  occupied since 1967, in
cluding Jerusa lem;

5. Urges all States parties to the Genet a Conven
tion relative to tht  Protection of Civilian Persons in 
Tune of War to respec t and to exert all efforts in 
order to ensure  respect for and compliance  with its 
provi>: >ns in all the Arab territories  occupieu by Israel  
since 1967, including Jerusalem.

87 th plenary meeting  
18 December 178

C -

The General Assemb ly,
Guidsd  by  the purposes and principles of the Char 

ter of the United Natio ns as v ell as the principles and 
provisions of the Universal Declara tion of Humai.  
Rights,

Bearing in mind the provisions of the Geneva Con
vention relative to the Protec tion of Civilian Persons

" ib id .



in Time of War, ?f 12 August 1 94 9*1 as well as of 
othe r relevant conventions and regulations,

Recalling  all its resolutions on the subject, in par
ticul ar resolutions 32 /9 1 B and C of 13 Decemb er 
197 7, as well as those adopted by the Security Council, 
the Commission on Huma n Rights and othe r United 
Nations organs  concerned and by the specialized agen
cies,

Having consid ered  the report of the Special Com
mittee to Investigate  Israeli Practices  AJtfecung the 
Human Rights of the Popula tion of the Occupied  
Territ ories, 22  which contains , inte r alia, public state
ments made by leaders  of the Government of Israel,

1. Commends the Special Committee  to Inves
tigate Israeli Practices  Affecting the Hum an Rights 
of the Popula tion of the Occupied Territ ories  for its 
efforts in perform ing the tasks assigned to it by the 
Gener al Assembly and for its thoroughness and im
partiality;

2. Deplore s the continue d refusal by Israel  to al
low the Special Committe e access to the occupied 
territories;

3. Calls aeain upon Israel to allow the Special 
Committee access to the occupied territories;

4. Deplore s the continu ed and persistent violation 
by Israel of the Genev a Conventio n relative to the 
Protection of Civilian Person s in Time of War, of 
12 August 19 49 , and other  applicable  international  
instrum ents, and condem ns in particular  those viola
tions which that  Conventio n designates as “grave 
breach es” thereof;

5. Condem ns the following Israeli policies and 
practices:

(a ) Anne xation of parts of the occupied  terri
tories;

(f t)  Estab lishm ent of new Israeli  settlements  and 
expansion of the existing settlemen ts on private and 
public Arab  lands, and trans fer of an alien population 
thereto:

(c ) Evacuatio n, depor tation , expulsion, displace
ment and trans fer of Arab inhabitants of the occupied 
territories and denial  of their right to return;

(d )  Confiscation and expropriation of private and 
public Arab  prope rty in the occupied  territor ies and 
all othe r transa ctions for the acquisition of land in
volving the Israeli authorities, institutions or nationals  
on the one hand,  and the inhabitants or institutions of 
the occupied  territo ries on the other;

(e ) Destru ction  and demolition of Arab houses;

( / )  Mass arrests , administrative detention and ill- 
trea tmen t of the Ara b populat ion;

(g ) Ill-tr eatm ent and tort ure  of persons unde r 
detention;

(A ) Pillaging of archaeological and cultural prop 
erty;

(/ ) Interference with religious freedoms and prac
tices as well as family rights and customs;

(/') Illegal exploi tation of the natural wealth, re
sources  and population  of the occupied  territories;

6. Reaffirms that all measure * taken by Israel to 
change the physical character,  demographic composi
tion, institu tional structure or status  of the occupied 
territo ries, or any part thereo f, including Jerusalem , 
are null and void, and that Israel 's policy of settling 
parts of its popula tion and new immigrants in the oc
cupied territorie s constitutes a flagrant violation of the 
Geneva Convention relative to the Protec tion of Ci
vilian Persons in Time of War and of the relevant 
United  Nations resolutions;

7. Demands that Israel desist forthw ith from the 
policies and practices  referred  to in paragraphs 5 and 6 
of the present resolution;

8. Reiter ates  its call upon all States, in partic ular 
those States parties  to the Geneva Conventio n relative 
to the Protec tion of Civilian Persons  in Time of War, 
in accordance with article 1 of that  Convent ion, and 
upon international  organizat ions and the specialized 
agencies not to recognize any changes carrie d out by 
Israel in the occupied  territorie s and to avoid actions, 
including those in the field of aid, which might be 
used by Israel in its pursui t of the policies of annexa
tion and colonization or any of the othe r policies and 
practices referred to in the presen t resolution;

9. Requests the Special Committee , pending the 
early termination of the Israeli  occupa tion, to continue 
to investigate Israeli policies and practices in the Arab 
territo ries occupied by Israel since 19 67 , to consult, 
as appropriate , with the Inter natio nal Committee  of 
the Red Cross in ord er to ensure the safeguarding of 
the welfare and human rights of the population  of the 
occupied territor ies and to report to the Secretary- 
General as soon as possible and whenever  the need 
arises thereafter;

10. Requests the Special Committee to continue 
to investigate the trea tmen t of civilians in detentio n 
in the Arab  territories  occupied  by Israe l since 1967;

11. Requests the Secretary-General:

(a ) To rend er all necessary faciliti“* »o the Special 
Committe e, including those required for its visits to 
the occupied territories,  with a view to investigating 
Israeli policies and practices referred to in the present 
resolution;

(Z>) To cont inue to make available  additio nal 
staff as may be necessary  to assist the Special Com
mittee in the perfo rmance of its tasks;

(c ) To ensure the widest circulation  of the report s 
of the Special Committee, and  of inform ation  regard
ing its activities and findings, by all means available  
throu gh the Department of Public Information of the 
Secreta riat and, where necessary, to repr int those re
ports of the Special Committee  which are no longer 
available;

(<f) To report to the General Assembly  at its 
thirt y-four th session on the tasks entrusted to him in 
the presen t parag raph;

12. Decide s to includ e in the provisional agenda 
of its thirty -fourth session the item entitle d “Report 
of the Special Committe e to Investiga te Israeli  Prac 
tices Affecting the Human Rights of the Popul ation  of 
the Occupied  Terr itorie s” .

»A733/3 J6.
87 th  plenary meeting 

18  De cem ber 1978



4. U.S. Statement

ST AT EM EN T BY ANGE LIQ UE O. ST AH L,  UN ITED  STATES REPRESE NTATIVE  IN  TH E SPE CIA L 
POL ITIC AL COM MITTEE IN  EX PLAN AT ION OF VOTE ON ISR AE LI PRACTICES AND TH E 
OCCUPIED ARAB TERRITORIES NOVEMBER 2 7 . 1 9 7 8

MR. CHAIRMAN:

I AM PLEASED TO HAVE THE OPPORTUNITY TO EXPLAIN

THE U.S. VOTE ON THE THREE RESOLUTIONS WE HAVE HAD

UNDER CONSIDERATION TODAY. I BELIEVE/ MR. CHAIRMAN/

THAT MY STATEMENT WILL DEMONSTRATE CLEARLY THE STRONG

COMMITMENT OF THE UNITED STATES TO THE CAUSE OF PEACE

IN THE MIDDLE EAST AND TO THE PRINCIPLE OF PEACEFUL

NEGOTIATION OF DISPUTES AS WELL.

THE UNITED STATES HAS VOTED IN FAVOR OF RESOLU

TION A/ SP C/ 33 /L .16 REGARDING ISRAELI CIVILIAN SETTLE

MENTS IN THE TERRITORIES OCCUPIED IN 1967. THIS MATTER

IS ONE OF SERIOUS CONCERN TO MY GOVERNMENT AND WE HAVE

MADE OUR POSITION CLEAR ON A NUMBER OF OCCASIONS SINCE

1967.

AS AMBASSADOR YOUNG STATED LAST YEAR IN SPEAKING

TO THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY/ WE ARE OPPOSED TO SETTLEMENTS

IN OCCUPIED TERRITORY FIRST/ BECAUSE WE BELIEVE THEY

COULD BE PERCEIVED AS PREJUDGING THE OUTCOME OF NE GO 

TIATIONS TO DEAL WITH THE TERRITORIAL ASPECTS OF FINAL

PEACE TREATIES/ AND SECOND/ BECAUSE WE BELIEVE THEY

ARE INCONSISTENT WITH INTERNATIONAL LAW AS DEFINED

IN THE FOURTH GENEVA CONVENTION. WE BELIEVE THIS

ISSUE MUST BE DEALT WITH IN THE COURSE OF THE PEACE

NEGOTIATIONS
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THE RE SO LU TI ON  ON WH IC H WE HAVE JUST VOTED IS CON

SI ST EN T IN MOST RE SP EC TS  WITH THE U.S. PO SI TI ON . AND/

MR. CH AI RMAN/ I MUST NOTE OUR SATI SF AC TI ON  WITH THE

FACT THAT/ IN CO NT RA ST TO SIMI LA R RE SO LU TI ON S IN THE

PAST/ IT STATES A PO SI TI ON  OF PR IN CI PL E/  WITH WH IC H

MOST NATI ON S WOULD AGREE/ BUT IT DOES NOT AT TE MP T TO

IN ST IT UT E ME AS UR ES  BY THE SE CR ET AR Y GE NERAL/ THIS

AS SE MB LY  OR THE SE CU RI TY  CO UN CI L WHIC H WOULD HI ND ER  THE

PR OCESS OF NE GO TI AT IO NS  TO WA RD  PEAC E NOW UN DE RW AY . RA THER/

THE RE SO LU TI ON  SETS FORTH IN CLEAR LA NG UA GE  THE VIEWS

OF THE IN TE RN AT IO NA L CO MM UN IT Y ON THE QU ES TI ON  OF CIVIL

IAN SE TT LE ME NT S IN THE OC CU PI ED  TE RR IT OR IE S AND LAYS

DOWN A ST AN DA RD  WHICH WE BE LI EV E MUST BE RE SP EC TE D BY

ALL.

MR. CHAI RM AN / I MUST BE FRANK IN SAYING TH AT  THIS

RE SO LU TI ON  IS NOT CO NS TR UC TI VE  IN ALL ITS AS PECTS.

WE BE LI EV E TH AT  ITS LANG UA GE  IS NOT AS BA LA NC ED  OR AS

LOFTY AS IT MIGHT BE WH EN ONE CO NS ID ER S THE IM PO RT AN T

ISSUES THAT IT AD DR ES SE S.  MO RE  IM PO RT AN TL Y/  THE RESO

LU TI ON DOES NOT SU FF IC IE NT LY  TAKE INTO AC CO UN T SIGNIFI

CANT DE VE LO PM EN TS  AND THE PR OG RE SS  THAT HAS BE EN MA DE  TO

WARD RE AL AND LA ST IN G PEAC E IN THE MI DD LE  EAST IN THE

PAST SE VE RA L MONTHS. THE CAMP DAVID AC CO RD S/  SI GN ED  BY

PR ES ID EN T SADA T OF EGYPT AND PR IM E MI NI ST ER  BE GI N OF

IS RA EL ON SE PT EM BE R 17 THIS YEAR/ SET FORTH A FR AM EW OR K

WI TH IN  WH IC H THE PR OB LE M WE ARE CO NS ID ER IN G CAN BE 

RE SO LV ED  THRO UG H PE AC EF UL  NEGOTIATION AMON G THE PA RT IE S



INVO LV ED . OUR CO NS ID ER AT IO N OF THE ISSUE OF SETTLE

MENTS WOUL D NOT BE RE AL IS TI C OR COMP LE TE  IF WE DID .

NOT NOTE THAT IS RA EL HAS UN DE RT AK EN  A SO LE MN  CO MM IT ME NT

TO WI TH DR AW  FROM THE SINAI RE TU RN IN G THE AR EA  TO THE

FULL EX ER CI SE  OF EG YP TI AN SO VE RE IG NT Y.  NOR SH OU LD WE

NE GL EC T THE FACT TH AT EGYPT AND IS RA EL HA VE AG RE ED  TO

PR OC ED UR ES  WITH RE GA RD TO THE WEST BANK AND GAZA WHIC H

ARE RE LE VA NT / INDEED KEY/ TO OUR DI SC US SI ON  TODAY. IT

IS OUR VI EW THAT IT WILL BE NE CE SS AR Y FOR THE PA RT IE S

IN TH OS E NE GO TI AT IO NS  LO OK IN G TOWARD A RELATIONSHIP OF

PEACE TO DEFINE THE MU TU AL  RIGHTS OF INHA BI TA NT S TO DO

BU SI NE SS / TO WORK/ TO LIVE AND TO CARRY ON OT HE R TRANS

AC TI ON S IN EACH OTHE R' S TE RR IT OR Y.

RE GA RD IN G THE LA NG UA GE  DE SC RI BI NG  OCCUPI ED  TERRI

TO RI ES AS "P AL ES TI NI AN  AND OTHER OC CU PI ED  AR AB TERRI

TORIES/” THE U.S. DOES NOT READ THIS TO PREJUD GE  IN ANY

WAY THE OU TC OM E OF THE NEGO TI AT IO NS  ON TH E FINAL STATUS

OF THE WE ST BANK AND GAZA. THE U.S. BE LI EV ES  THE INHABI

TANTS OF THE WEST BA NK AND GAZA MUST PA RT IC IP AT E IN THE

DE TE RM IN AT IO N OF THE FU TU RE OF TH OS E AREAS. WE SEE THE

RE SO LU TI ON  AS CO NS IS TE NT  WI TH THIS VIEW, but w e  h a v e  abst ai ne d on oper at iv e pa ragraphs 1 an d 2.
MR. CHAI RM AN / MY GO VE RN ME NT  WOULD HA VE  PREF ER RE D 

TH AT THE RE SO LU TI ON  WE HA VE JUST PASSED TA KE  NO TE  OF 

THES E IM PO RT AN T DE VE LO PM EN TS . NONE TH EL ES S/  BE CAUSE ITS 

TH RU ST  AND INTENT AC CO RD  WITH THE PO LI CY  OF THE UN IT ED

ST ATES IN MOST RE SP EC TS / WE HAVE VOTED IN FAVOR OF IT



Mr. President, the United States has voted in favor of 
Resolution A/SPC/33/L.15 since we have long held that the 
Fourth Geneva Convention is applicable throughout the 
territories occupied since 1967.

We have voted against Resolution A/SPC/33/L.17 Rev. 1 
because we believe it makes allegations which have not been 
adequately verified and because the report on which it is 
based is, in our view, biased and one-sided. We do not 
believe the report or the Resolution contribute to the cause 
of peace in the area.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.



5. Resolut ion  32/91. Decem ber 13, 1977

3 2 /9 1 . Rep or t o f the  Specia l Co mmittee  to 
Inv estig ate  Is ra el i Practic es Affec ting the  
Human  Rights  of  the  Po pu latio n of  the 
Oc cupie d Te rr itories

A -

The General Assembly,

Recalling its resolutions 30 92  A (X X V II I) of 7 De
cember  197 3, 32 40  B (X X IX ) of 29  November  1974,  
35 25  B (X X X ) of 15 December 197 5 and 3 1/ 106  B 
of 16 December 197 6,

Considering  that the promotion of respect for the 
obligations arising from the Char ter of the United Na
tions and other instruments and rules of international 
law is among the basic purposes and principles of the 
United  Nations,

Bearing in mind the provisions of the Geneva Con
vention relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in 
Time of War, of 12 August 19 49 ,20

loting that Israel and those Arab States whose terri-
.es have been occupied by Israel since June 196 7 

are parties to that Convention,

Taking into accoun t that States parties to that Con
vention undertake, in accordance with article 1 thereof, 
not  only to respect but also to ensure respect for the 
Convent ion in all circumstances,

1. Reaffirms that the Geneva Convention relative to 
the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War, of 
12 August 19 49 , is applicable to all the Arab  territories  
occupied by Israel since 1967,  including Jerusalem;

2. Strongly deplore s the failure of Israel to ac
knowledge the applicability of that Convention to the 
territories it has occupied since 1967 ;

3. Calls again upon Israel to acknowledge and to 
comply with the provisions of that Convention in all 
the Arab territorie s it has occupied since 19 67 , includ
ing Jerusalem;

4. Urges once more  all States parties to that Con
vention to exert all efforts in order  to ensure respect 
for and compliance  with the provisions thereof  in all 
the Arab territorie s occupied by Israel since 196 7, 
including Jerusalem.

10 1st  plenary meeting 
13  December  19 77

b -  K5
The General Assembly,

Recalling its resolutions 32 40  C (X X IX ) of 29  No- 
A « * k 4974,  35 25  C (X X X ) of 15 December 197 5 
■rfM /1 06 D of 16 December  197 6,

» United  Na tio ns . Tr ea ty  Ser ies,  voL 73 , No.  97 3.  p. 28 7.

Having considered  the report  of the Special Com
mittee to Investigate Israeli Practices Affecting the Hu
man Rights of the Population of the Occupied Terr i
tories,51 in particular annex II thereof, entitled “Report 
on damage at Qunei tra'', a report on the nature, extent 
and value of damage, submitted by a Swiss expen  en
gaged by the Special Committee,

1. Expresses its appreciation  of the thoroughness 
and impartiality with which the expert engaged by the 
Special Committee to Investigate Israeli Practices Af
fecting the Human Rights of the Population erf the 
Occupied Territories discharged the tasks entrusted to 
him;

2. Condemns  the massive, deliberate destruction of 
Quneitra  perpetrate d during the Israeli occupation and 
prior  to the withdrawal of Israeli forces from that city 
in 1974;

3. Reaffirms that the Syrian Arab  Republic is en
titled to full and adequate  compensation, under inter
national law and in equity, for the massive damage and 
deliberate destruction perpetrate d in Quneit ra while it 
was under Israeli occupation, and to all other legal 
remedies in accordanc e with applicable international 
law and practice;

4. Takes note  of the statements made by the rep
resentative of the Syrian Arab  Republic before the 
Special Political Committee at the thirty-first51  and 
thirty-second13 sessions of the General  Assembly to 
the effect that his Government reserves all rights to full 
compensation in regard to all damages resulting from 
Israel's deliberate destructio n of Qunei tra, including 
those not covered by the expert’s above-mentioned re
port or not falling within the scope of his assignment;

5. Requests  the Special Committee to complete 
its survey on all the aspects referred to in paragraph 4 
of the present resolution and to report  thereon to the 
General Assembly at its thirty-th ird session;

6. Requests  the Secretary-General to provide the 
Special Committee with all the facilities required  for 
the completion of the tasks referred to in the previous 
paragraphs.

10 1st  plenary meeting 
13  December 19 77  

C ~ (-f S •r1-e

The Gener al Assembly,

Guided  by the purposes and principles of the C harter 
of the United Nations as well as the principles and pro
visions of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights,

Bearing in mind the provisions of the Geneva Con
vention relative to the Protection  of Civilian Persons 
in Time of War, of 12 August 19 49 ,54  as well as of 
other relevant conventions  and  regulations,

Recalling its resolution s on the subject, as well as 
those adopted  by the Security Council, the Commission 
on Human Rights and other  Unite d Nations  bodies 
concerned and by the specialized agencies,

Having considered  the report  of the Special Com
mittee to Investigate Israeli Practice s Affecting the 
Human Rights of the Popula tion of the Occupied

51  A /3 2 /2 84 .
5 5  Of ficia l Recor ds  of the Gener al As se mbly,  Th irty -second  

Sess ion. Spe cia l Po lit ical  Com mitt ee , 30th  me etin g, para. 12.
5 3  I b id .,  34th  meeting, paras. 7-10 .
5 4  U nited Na tio ns , Tr eaty Series, vo l. 73 , N o.  973, p. 287 .



T errit ori es. ”  w hi c h c o nt ai ns, i nt er ali a,  p u bli c st at e 
m e nts m a d e b y l e a d ers of t h e G o v er n m e nt of Isr a el,

1. C o m m e n ds  t h e S p e ci al C o m mitt e e t o I n v esti g at e 
Isr a eli Pr a cti c es Aff e cti n g t h e H u m a n Ri g hts of t h e 
P o p ul ati o n of t h e O c c u pi e d T errit ori es f or its eff orts 
i n p erf or mi n g t h e t as ks assi g n e d t o it b y t h e G e n er al 
Ass e m bl y;

2. D e pl or es  t h e c o nti n u e d r ef us al b y Isr a el t o all o w 
t h e S p e ci al C o m mitt e e a c c ess t o t h e o c c u pi e d t errit ori es;

3. C alls a g ai n u p o n  Isr a el t o all o w t h e S p e ci al 
C o m mitt e e a c c ess t o t h e o c c u pi e d t errit ori es;

4. D e pl or es  t h e c o nti n u e d a n d p ersist e nt vi ol ati o n 
b y Isr a el of t h e G e n e v a C o n v e nti o n r el ati v e t o t h e 
Pr ot e cti o n of Ci vili a n P ers o ns i n Ti m e of W ar, of 
1 2 A u g ust 1 9 4 9, a n d ot h er a p pli c a bl e i nt er n ati o n al 
i nstr u m e nts, a n d c o n d e m ns i n p arti c ul ar t h os e vi ol a 
ti o ns w hi c h t h at  C o n v e nti o n d esi g n at es as “ gr a v e 
br e a c h es ” t h er e of;

5. C o n d e m ns  t h e f oll o wi n g Isr a eli p oli ci es a n d 
pr a cti c es:

( а )  T h e a n n e x ati o n of p arts of t h e o c c u pi e d t erri 
t ori es;

( б )  T h e est a blis h m e nt of Isr a eli s ettl e m e nts t h er ei n 
a n d t h e tr a nsf er of a n ali e n p o p ul ati o n t h er et o;

( c )  T h e e v a c u ati o n, d e p ort ati o n, e x p ulsi o n, dis- 
pl ar'- m e nt a n d tr a nsf er of Ar a b i n h a bit a n ts of t h e o c 
c u pi e d t errt, v.. es, a n d t h e d e ni al of t h eir ri g ht t o r et ur n;

( d )  T h e c o nfis c ati o n a n d e x pr o pri ati o n of Ar a b 
pr o p ert y i n t h e o c c u pi e d t errit ori es a n d all ot h er tr a ns a c 
ti o ns f or t h e a c q uisiti o n of l a n d i n v ol vi n g t h e Isr a eli 
a ut h oriti es, i nstit uti o ns or n ati o n als o n t h e o n e h a n d, 
a n d t h e i n h a bit a nts or i nstit uti o ns of t h e o c c u pi e d t erri 
t ori es o n t h e ot h er;

( e )  T h e  d estr u cti o n  a n d  d e m oliti o n  of  Ar a b 
h o us es;

(/ )  M ass arr ests, a d mi nistr ati v e d et e nti o n a n d ill- 
tr e at m e nt of t h e Ar a b p o p ul ati o n;

( g )  T h e ill-tr e at m e nt a n d t ort ur e of p ers o ns u n d er 
d et e nti o n;

(/ i)  T h e pill a gi n g of ar c h a e ol o gi c al a n d c ult ur al 
pr o p ert y;

(f )  T h e i nt erf er e n c e wit h r eli gi o us fr e e d o ms a n d 
pr a cti c es as w ell as wit h f a mil y ri g hts a n d c ust o ms;

(/ )  T h e ill e g al e x pl oit ati o n of t h e n at ur al w e alt h, 
r es o ur c es a n d p o p ul ati o n of t h e o c c u pi e d t errit ori es;

6. R e affir ms  t h at all m e as ur es t a k e n b y Isr a el t o
c h a n g e t n e  e.i uf a c. er, d e m o b : a p hi c c o m p osi 
ti o n, i nstit uti o n al str u ct ur e or st at us of t h e o c c u pi e d 
t errit ori es, or a n y p art t h er e of, i n cl u di n g J er us al e m, 
ar e n ull a n d v oi d, a n d t h at Isr a el ’s p oli c y of s ettli n g 
p arts of its p o p ul ati o n a n d n e w i m mi gr a nts i n t h e o c 
c u pi e d t errit ori es c o nstit ut es a fl a gr a nt vi ol ati o n of t h e 
G e n e v a C o n v e nti o n r el ati v e t o t h e Pr ot e cti o n of Ci vili a n 
P ers o ns i n Ti m e of W ar a n d of t h e r el e v a nt U nit e d 
N ati o ns r es ol uti o ns;

7. D e m a n d s  t h at Isr a el d esist f ort h wit h fr o m t h e 
p oli ci es a n d pr a cti c es r ef err e d t o i n p a r a gr a p hs 5 a n d 6 
of t h e pr es e nt r es ol uti o n;

8. R eit er at es  its c all u p o n all St at es, i n p arti c ul ar 
t h os e St at es p arti es t o t h e G e n e v a C o n v e nti o n r el ati v e 
t o t h e Pr ot e cti o n of Ci vili a n P ers o ns i n Ti m e of W ar,

i n a c c or d a n c e wit h arti cl e 1 of t h at C o n v e nti o n, a n d 
u p o n i nt er n ati o n al or g a ni z ati o ns a n d s p e ci ali z e d a g e n 
ci es n ot t o r e c o g ni z e a n y c h a n g es c arri e d o ut b y Isr a el 
i n t h e o c c u pi e d t errit ori es a n d t o a v oi d a cti o ns, i n cl u d 
i n g t h os e i n t h e fi el d of ai d, w hi c h mi g ht b e us e d b y 
Isr a el i n its p urs uit of t h e p oli ci es of a n n e x ati o n a n d 
c ol o ni z ati o n or a n y of t h e ot h er p oli ci es a n d pr a cti c es 
r ef err e d t o i n t h e pr es e nt r es ol uti o n;

9. R e q u ests  t h e S p e ci al C o m mitt e e, p e n di n g t h e 
e arl y t er mi n ati o n of t h e Isr a eli o c c u p ati o n, t o c o nti n u e 
t o i n v esti g at e Isr a eli p oli ci es a n d pr a cti c es i n t h e Ar a b 
t errit ori es o c c u pi e d b y Isr a el si n c e 1 9 6 7, t o c o ns ult, 
as a p pr o pri at e, wit h t h e I nt er n a ti o n al C o m mitt e e of 
t h e R e d Cr oss i n or d er t o e ns ur e t h e s af e g u ar di n g of 
t h e w elf ar e a n d h u m a n ri g hts of t h e p o p ul ati o n of t h e 
o c c u pi e d t errit ori es, a n d t o r e p ort t o t h e S e cr et ar y- 
G e n er al as s o o n as p ossi bl e a n d w h e n e v er t h e n e e d 
aris es t h er e aft er;

1 0. R e q u ests  t h e S p e ci al C o m mitt e e t o c o nti n u e 
t o i n v esti g at e t h e tr e at m e nt of ci vili a ns i n d et e nti o n 
i n t h e Ar a b t errit ori es o c c u pi e d b y Isr a el si n c e 1 9 6 7 
a n d t o s u b mit t o t h e S e cr et ar y- G e n er al a s p e ci al r e p ort 
o n t h at s u bj e ct as s o o n as p ossi bl e a n d w h e n e v er t h e 
n e e d aris es t h er e aft er;

1 1. R e q u ests  t h e S e cr et ar y- G e n er al:

( o )  T o r e n d er all n e c ess ar y f a ciliti es t o t h e S p e ci al 
C o m mitt e e, i n cl u di n g t h os e r e q uir e d f or its visits t o t h e 
o c c u pi e d t errit ori es, wit h a vi e w t o i n v esti g ati n g t h e 
Isr a eli p oli ci es a n d pr a cti c es r ef err e d t o i n t h e pr es e nt 
r es ol uti o n;

( 6 )  T o c o nti n u e t o m a k e a v ail a bl e a d diti o n al st aff 
as m a y b e n e c ess ar y t o assist t h e S p e ci al C o m mitt e e 
i n t h e p erf or m a n c e of its t as ks;

( c )  T o e ns ur e t h e wi d est cir c ul ati o n of t h e r e p orts 
of t h e S p e ci al C o m mitt e e, a n d of i nf or m ati o n r e g ar d 
i n g its a cti viti es a n d fi n di n gs, b y all m e a ns a v ail a bl e 
t hr o u g h t h e Offic e of P u bli c I nf or m ati o n of t h e S e cr e 
t ari at a n d, w h er e n e c ess ar y, t o r e pri nt t h os e r e p orts 
of t h e S p e ci al C o m mitt e e w hi c h ar e n o l o n g er a v ail a bl e;

( d )  T o r e p ort t o t h e G e n er al Ass e m bl y at its t hirt y- 
t hir d s essi o n o n t h e t as ks e ntr ust e d t o hi m i n t h e pr es e nt 
p ar a gr a p h;

1 2. D e ci d es  t o i n cl u d e i n t h e pr o visi o n al a g e n d a 
of its t hirt y-t hir d s essi o n t h e it e m e ntitl e d “ R e p ort of 
t h e S p e ci al C o m mitt e e t o I n v esti g at e Isr a eli Pr a cti c es 
Aff e cti n g t h e H u m a n Ri g hts of t h e P o p ul ati o n of t h e 
O c c u pi e d T err it ori e s ”.

1 0 1st pl e n ar y m e eti n g  
1 3 D e c e m b er  1 9 7 7

»  A / 3 2/ 2 8 4.
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6. U.S. Statement

A b s ta in in g : A u s tr a li a , A u s tr ia , Be lgi um , Ca nada , Co lombia, Co sta  P ic a ,
Denm ark, El S alv ador,  F in la n d , F ra nce , Germany, Fed er al  Rep ub lic  
o f , Ho nd ur as , Ic e la n d , I re la n d , I t a l y ,  Ja p an , L ib e ri a ,
Luxembourg; , N eth erl ands,  ilew Z ea la nd, N ic ar ag ua,  ’’orw ay , Panama,
Papua ilew G uine a,  Su rin am , S w az il an d, Sweden, Uni ted Kingdom o f 
Gre at  B r it a in  and N or th er n I re la n d , Ur ug ua y,  Ven ez ue la .

29 . The d r a f t  re s o lu ti o n  was ad opt ed  bv 3L vo te s to  2,  w ith  30 a b s te n ti o n s .
*

30 . The CH/IRilA" su gg es te d th a t  th e  Com mit tee sh ou ld  hea r ex p la n a ti o n s o f vo te  on 
th e  th re e  d r a f t  r e s o lu ti o n s  ad opte d .

31 . Mis s CAMPBELL (C an ad a) , ex p la in in g  he r d e le g a t io n 's  vo te  on d r a f t  re s o lu ti o n
A/S PC /3 2/ L. 17 , sa id  th a t  Ca nada , as  a s ig n a to ry  to  th e  Fou rth Geneva Con ve nt io n,  '
to ok  i t s  a p p li c a ti o n  ver y  s e r io u s ly , and i t  had  s ta te d  on many occ as io ns th a t  i t
b e li e v e d  th a t  th e  Con ve nt ion d id  ap ply  to  th e  t e r r i t o r i e s  oc cu pi ed  by I s r a e l .
Howev er, he r d e le g a ti o n  co nsid ere d  th a t  th e  a l le g a t io n s  in  pa ra gr ap h L, in  which  
I s r a e l  was condemned fo r u n sp e c if ie d  "g ra ve  b re aches"  o f  th e  Geneva Con ve nt io n,  and 
in  o p e ra ti v e  pa ra gra ph 5,  had no t be en  pr ov en . Her d e le g a ti o n  a ls o  had 
r e s e rv a ti o n s  co nce rn in g th e  conc lu s io n s in  th e  r e p o r t o f th e  S p ec ia l Comm itte e.
For  th o se  re as ons i t  had a b s ta in e d  on d r a f t  r e s o lu ti o n  A/S PC/3 2/ L.1 7.

32 . Mrs. OGATA (J ap an ) sa id  th a t  her  d e le g a ti o n  b e li ev ed  th a t  th e  prob lem s in  th e  
c '~ u p ie d  t e r r i t o r i e s  were due to  th e i r  co ntinuous occ upat io n  by  I s r a e l  si n ce  19 67 ,

I th a t I s r a e l  sh ou ld  with draw  from  the m.  The Ja pan es e Governm ent was opposed  to  
*. j.n r ig h ts  v io la t io n s  in  th e  oc cu pi ed  t e r r i t o r i e s  and an nea le d  to  th e  Gove rnment 
o f  I s r a e l  sc ru pu lo usl y  to  ap ply  th e  Four th  Geneva  Co nv en tio n and r e f r a in  from  an y 
measure in co m pat ib le  w ith i t s  p ro v is io n s . Her d e le g a ti o n  th e re fo re  dep lo re d  th e  
adopti on  by I s r a e l  o f  mea su res de si gn ed  to  a l t e r  th e  p h y si c a l and demo granhic  
c h a ra c te r  o f  th e  t e r r i t o r i e s ,  and p a r t ic u la r ly  th e  es ta b li sh m en t o f se tt le m e n ts  
th e r e . Her  d e le g a ti o n  had th e r e fo re  vo te d fo r d r a f t  r e s o lu t io n  A /S PC /3 2/L .lh .
How ever, i t  had  ab s ta in ed  on d r a f t  r e s o lu ti o n s  A/ SP C/ 32 /L .16 and  A /S PC/3 2/ L.1 7, as 
i t  had re s e rv a ti o n s  ab out th e  wo rd ing o f c e r ta in  p ara g ra p h s,  and  p a r t ic u la r ly  
par ag ra ph 5 o f  d r a f t  re s o lu t io n  A/S PC /3 2/ L. 17 .

33. Mrs . BENTOil (U ni te d S ta te s  o f  Am erica)  sa id  th a t  th e  U ni te d S ta te s  d e le g a ti o n  
had  vote d a g a in s t d r a f t  r e s o lu ti o n  A/SP C/32 /L .17 be ca us e i t  b e li ev ed  th a t  i t  
con ta in ed  a ll e g a t io n s  wh ich  had no t been  adeq u a te ly  v e r i f ie d . The re p o r t on which  
th e  r e s o lu t io n  was ba se d p re se n te d  a s e le c t iv e  v e rs io n  o f  c o n d it io n s  in  th e  
occ upi ed  t e r r i t o r i e s  and  drew e x te n s iv e ly  on q u es ti o n a b le  so u rc es o f  in fo rm ati o n .
Her d e le g a ti o n  had  vo ted in  fa vo ur  o f  r e s o lu ti o n  A /S PC/3 2/ L.lU , s in c e  i t  had  lo ng 
hel d  th a t  th e  Fourth Geneva Con ve nt ion ap p li ed  th ro ughout th e  t e r r i t o r i e s  oc cu pi ed  
s in c e  19 67 . I t  had a b s ta in e d  on d r a f t  re s o lu t io n  A/S PC/3 2/ L.1 6,  a s  i t  had  done  on 
a s im il a r  r e s o lu ti o n  th e  p re v io u s y e a r . I t  s t i l l  co nsid ere d  th a t  th e  a l le g a t io n s  
made we re  se ri o u s . How ever, i t  b e li ev ed  th a t  th e  q u es ti o n  o f  co m pe ns at io n was one 
wh ich mu st be ad dre ss ed  by th e  p a r t ie s  in  th e  co n te x t o f  a f in a l  s e tt le m e n t,  and  
th a t  i t  sh ou ld  not be  pre ju dged  by th e  Co mmittee .

3*' Mr. LIED (Norw ay) sa id  th a t  h is  d e le g a ti o n  had a b s ta in e d  on d r a f t  r e s o lu ti o n
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7. Resolution 3 2 /5 , October 28 , 19 77

^ y /3 2 /5 . Re cen t ille gal Isr ae li mea su res in th e oc

cupie d Ara b te rr ito rie s desig ned  to ch ang e 
the legal sta tus , ge og rap hic al nat ure  and

ZT de mog ra ph ic  co mp os ition  of  those ter-
\-T rit or ie s in co nt ra ve nt io n of  the pr in cipl es
U *he Cha rte r of  the  Un ited  Na tion s, of

Isr ae l's  in te rn at io na l ob lig ati on s under  the  
» fo ur th  Gen eva  Convention of  1 9 49  an d of

Un ited Nation s re so lu tio ns , and ob st ru c
tio n of  eff ort s aim ed at achie vin g a ju st 
and lasti ng  pea ce in the Mid dle  Eas t

C> The Genera l Assembly,

Stressing the urgent need to achieve a just and last
ing peace in the Middle East,

Expressing  grave anxiety and concern over the pres
ent serious situation in the occupied Arab  territorie s 
as a result of the continued Israeli occupation and the 
measures and actions taken by the Govern ment of 
Israel, as the occupying Power, and designed to change 
the legal status, geographical nature  and demographic 
composition of those territories,

Considering that  the Geneva Convention relative to 
the Protect ion of Civilian Persons in Time of War, of 
12  August 1 9 4 9 / is applicable to all the Arab  terr i
tories occupied since 5 June 196 7,

1. Determines  that all such measures  and actions 
taken by Israel in the Palestinian and othe r Arab ter
ritories occupied since 1967 have no legal validity 
and constitute a serious obstruct ion of efforts aimed 
at achieving a just and lasting peace in the Middle 
East;

2. Strongly deplores  the persistence of Israel in 
carrying out such measures, in part icula r the establish
ment of settlements in the occupied Arab territories;

3. Calls upon Israel to comply strictly with its 
internat ional obligations in accordance with the prin
ciples of international law and the provisions of the 
Geneva  C onvention relative to the P rotection of Civilian 
Persons  in Time of War, of 12 August 1949;

4. Calls once more upon the Govern ment of Israel, 
as the occupying Power, to desist forthwith from taking 
any action which would result in changing the legal 
status, geographical nature  or demographic composition 
of the Arab  territorie s occupied since 1967 , including 
Jerusalem;

5. Urges all States parties to the Geneva Conven
tion relative to the Protect ion of Civilian Person s in 
Time of War to ensure respect for and compliance  
with its provisions in all the Arab  territorie s occupied

y  by Israel since 19 67 , including Jerusalem;

6. Reques ts the Secretary-General:
(a ) To undertake urgent contacts with the Govern

ment of Israel to ensure the prom pt implementation 
of the present resolution;

* (f>) To submit a report to the General Assembly

and the Security Council, not later than  31 December 
19 77 , on the results of his contacts;

7. Requests the Security Council to review the 
ituation  in the light of the present resolution and of

(he report of the Secretary-General.

7 , ' ’ 52 nd plenary meeting
7- ‘ 28 October 19 77

•U ni te d Nation s, T re aty  Se ries , voL 75, No. 973 , p. 287 .



8. U.S. Statement

U nit ed  S tates  Mis sio n  to  th e  U n it ed  N atio ns

PRESS RELEA SE MF
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE

799 Unit ed  N ati on s Plaza  
N ew Yobjc, N Y . 10017

Press Release USUN-88(77) 
October 28, 1977

Statement by Ambassador Andrew Young, United States Permanent Representative to the United Nations, in plenary, on Illegal 
Israeli Measures in the Occupied Arab Territories, 
October_28x _19ZZ

The issue presently under consideration by this Assembly has been a matter of deep concern to my Government since 1967. The representatives of the United States have, on many occasions in the United Nations and elsewhere, stated our position in 
regard to Israeli civilian settlements in the territories occupied in 1967.
There are two elements to our position. First, we are opposed to those settlements because they could be perceived as prejudging the outcome of negotiations to deal with the territorial aspects of final peace treaties. The settlements thus inevitably complicate the already difficult process of negotiation.
Second, we believe that Israeli civilian settlements in occupied territories are inconsistent with international law as defined in the Fourth Geneva Convention. In March 1976, my predecessor, Ambassador Scranton, speaking to the Security Council, described the United States position as follows:

"...my Government believes that international law 
sets the appropriate standards. An occupier must 
maintain the occupied areas as intact and unalter
ed as possible, without interfering with the 
customary life of the area, and any changes must 
be necessitated by the immediate needs of the 
occupation and be consistent with international 
law. The Fourth Geneva Convention speaks direct
ly to the issue of population transfer in Article 
49: 'The occupying power shall not deport or
transfer parts of its own civilian population into



the territory it occupies.' Clearly then, substantial 
resettlement of the Israeli civilian population to 
occupied territories, including in East Jerusalem, is 
illegal under the Convention and cannot be considered 
to have prejudged the outcome of future negotiations 
between the parties on the location of the borders of 
states of the Middle East."

Mr. President, I have stated our position in the clearest possible 
terms. The resolution before us today is consistent in most re
spects with the position of the United States. However, the United 
States has accepted a special responsibility as Co-Chairman of the 
Geneva Middle East Peace Conference. That responsibility requires 
that we remain impartial and stand apart from any effort of this 
sort which could be understood as involving the complex issues 
which will be considered at Geneva. Thus, Mr. President, we have 
abstained on this resolution.
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9. Reso lut ion  31/106, Decem ber 16, 1976

3 1 /1 0 6 . Report of the Special  Committee to 
Invest igate Israeli Practices Affecting 
the Human Ria lits  of the Populat ion  of 
tue Occupied Terri torie s

A l/£w£fd"/Uo"
The General Assembly,
Gu ided by the principles of the Charter of  the Uni ted 

Nations.  :n particula r the princ iples of  sovereignty and 
temton; .. inte gri ty,

Beam s in mind  the rules of  international law  con
cerning occupation, in partic ula r the provis ions of  the 
Geneva Convention relative to  the Protection of  C ivi lian 
Persons in Tim e of  War, of 12 August 1949,14

1. Strongly  deplores the measures taken by Israe l 
in  the Ar ab  terr itor ies occupied since 1967 that alter 
the ir demorrapmc  composition or  geographical nature 
and par ticu lar ly  the establishment  of settlements;

2. Declares that such measures have no legal va 
lid ity  and cannot prejudice the outcome of the search fo 
the establishment of peace, and considers that sucl 
measures constitu te an obstacle to the achievement o 
a ju st and lasting peace in the area;

3. Declares furth er  that all legislative and adminis 
tra tive  measures taken by Israel, including the expro 
pna tion  of land and proper ties thereon ana the transfer 
of  popula tions, which  purport to change the legal statu 
of  Jerusalem are invalid  and cannot  change that  status

4. Urgently calls once more upon Israe l to rescinc 
all  those measures and to desist forthwi th fro m Hiri ng 
any fur the r measures which  tend to change the demo
graph ic composition, geographical nature or status o 
the occup ied Arab  terri tories or  any par t thereof, in 
elud ing Jerusalem.

101st plenary meeting 
16 December 1976

!! Jl'i' f4 , document A /3 1/3 371 3 /Aid , annex.
14  United Nations, Trea ty Series,  voL 7J. No.  973, p. 287.

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolutions 3092 A  (X X V T II ) of 7 De

cember 1973, 3240 B (X X IX )  of  29 November  1974 
and 3525 B (X X X ) of 15 December 1975,

Considering tha t the promo tion  of  respect fo r the 
obligations arising from the Charter of the Unitec 
Nations and other  instruments and rules of Internat iona  
law is among the basic purposes and princ iples of  the 
United  Nations,

Bearing in mind  the prov isions  of the Geneva Con
vent ion relative to the Pro tection  of Civil ian  Persons ir  
Tim e of  War, of 12 August 1949,13

Noting  that  Israel and those A rab States whose te rri 
tories have been occupied by Israel since June 196" 
are parties to tha t Convent ion,

Tak ing in to  account that States parties to tha t Con
vention undertake, in accordance wi th artic le 1 thereof, 
not only  to respect but also to ensure respect fo r the 
Convent ion in al l circumstances,

Reaffirms that the Geneva Convent ion relative 
to  the Pro tection  of  Civ ilia n Persons in Tim e of  War 
of  12 Augus t 1949, is app licable to all  the A rab terri to
ries occupied by Israe l since 1967, including Jerusalem

2. Deplores the  fai lure nf Tcmni to acknowledge the 
applicabi lity  of that Convent ion to the terri tories it  has 
occupied since 1967;

3. Calls again upon Israe l to acknowledge and tc 
comply wi th  the provis ions ot  tnat Convent ion in all 
the Ar ab  terr itor ies it  has occupied since 1967, inc lud
ing Jerusalem;

4. Urges once more  all States parties to that Con
vent ion to exert all etforts  in orcer to ensure respect for 
and compliance wi th the provis ions thereof in  all the 
Arab terr itor ies occupied by Israe l since 1967, including 
Jerusalem.

IO Is t plenary meeting 
16 December 1976

c

The General Assembly,
Guided by the purposes and principles of  the Charter  

of the Un ited  Nations as well as the p rinciples and pro
visions  of the Universal Dec larat ion of Human Rights,

1

<

is  Ibid.
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Bearing in min d the provisions of the Geneva Con
vention relative to the Protectio n of Civilian Person s in 
Tim e cf War, of 12 August 19 49 ,’* as well as of other 
rele vant  conve ntions and  regulations,

Recalling its resolut ions on the subject, as well as 
those adopted  by the Security Council, the Commissi on 
on Hu ma n Rights and othe r United Natio ns bodies 
conce rned and  by specialized agencies,

Havin g cons idere d the repo rt of the Special Com 
mittee  to Investi gate Israel i Pract ices Affecting the Hu
man  Rights  of the Population of the Occupied Terri
torie s,17 which conta ins, inte r alia, public statem ents 
made  by leade rs of the Governm ent of Israel,

1. Commend s the Special Comm ittee to Inves tigate 
Isra eli Pract ices Affecting the Hum an Rights of the 
Pop ulat ion  of the Occup ied Terri torie s for its efforts in 
perfo rmin g the tasks assigned to it by the General As
sembly;

2. Deplores the continued refusal by Israel to allow 
the Special Comm ittee access to the occupied territories;

3. Calls again  upon  Israel to allow the S pecial Com
mitte e access to the occupied  territories;

4. Deplores  the contin ued and pers isten t violatio n 
by Israel of the Geneva Conve ntion  relativ e to the Pro 
tecti on of Civilian  Persons in Tim e of War, of 12 Au 
gust 19 49 , and othe r applic able inte rnat iona l inst ru
ments;

5. Cond emns , in part icul ar, the following Israeli 
policies and practices:

(a )  The  anne xatio n of parts  of the  occupied ter ri
tories;

(b )  The establ ishme nt of Is raeli settlem ents there in 
and  the tran sfer  of an alien population thereto;

(c )  The  evacuation , depo rtation, expulsion, dis
plac eme nt and tran sfer  of Arab inhab itants of the oc
cupied territories , and the denial of their  right to return;

(<f) The confisca tion and expro priat ion of Arab 
prop erty  in ± e occupied territories  and all o ther  t ransac
tions for  the acquisition of land  involving the Israe li 
autho rities , institution s or nation als on the one hand,  
and  the inha bitan ts or institutions of the occup ied terri 
tories on the other;

(e )  The  destructio n and demolit ion of A rab houses;

( / )  Mass arres ts, administrative deten tion and  ill- 
trea tme nt of the Ara b population;

(g ) Th e ill- trea tme nt of persons und er detention;

(A ) Th e pillaging  of  archaeologi cal and cult ural  
proper ty;

(/ ) Th e inter fere nce  with religious freedoms and 
prac tices, part icularly  as manifes ted most recently  in 
Al-Kh alil, as well as family rights and customs;

(/ )  Th e illegal exploitat ion of the natu ral wealth, 
resources  and populat ion of the occupied territories;

6.  Reaffirms tha t all measure s take n by Israel to 
change  the physical characte r, demographic composi
tion, institu tiona l stru ctu re or status of the occupied 
terri torie s, or any  par t there of, including Jerus alem , 
are  null and  void, and tha t Israel ’s policy of settling 
fa rt s  of its popu lation and  new immigrants in the oc- 
•Mpied territo ries consti tutes  a flagrant  violation of the

" Ib id .
>7 A/31/218 .

Geneva Conve ntion  re lative to the Protec tion of 
Perso ns in Tim e of War and of the relev ant t 'n  e j 
Nati ons  resolutio ns; ”

7. Dem ands  that Israel desist forthw ith from 
policies  and practices referred  to m para grap hs 5 aa j g 
above;

8. Reiter ate s its call upon all States, international 
organ izations and specialized agencies  not  to recognize 
any changes  carri ed out by Israel in the occupied  terri
torie s and  to avoid actions,  including those in the field 
of aid, which  might be used by Israel in its pursuit of 
the policie s of anne xatio n and colon ization  or any of 
the oth er policies and pract ices refe rred  to in the pres ent 
resolut ion;

9. Req ues ts the Special Comm ittee,  pendi ng the 
early  term ination of the Israe li occu pation, to continu e 
to invest igate Israeli policies and pract ices in the Ara b 
terri torie s occupied by Israe l since 19 67 , to consult, as 
appr opri ate, with the Inte rnat iona l Comm ittee cf the 
Re d Cross in ord er to ensure the safeguardi ng of the 
welfare and hum an rights of the population of the  oc
cupied terr itori es, and to repo rt to the Secretary-Ge neral  
as soon as possible  and whenever the nee d arises there
after;

10.  Requ ests  the Secretary-G eneral:

(a )  To  render all necessary facilities  to the Special 
Com mitt ee, including those  requ ired  for its visits to 
the occup ied territories , with a view to investig ating the 
Israeli  policies and pract ices referred  to in the pres ent 
resolution;

(b )  To  continue to make  available addit iona l staff 
as may be necessary to assist the Special Commit tee 
in the perf orm anc e of its tasks;

(c )  To  ensure the widest circulation  of the repo rts 
of the Special Comm ittee, and of informati on regard ing 
its activities and findings, by al l means available throu gh 
the’ Office of Public  Info rma tion  of the Secr etariat and. 
where  necessary, to repr int those rep orts of the Special 
Com mittee which are no longer available;

(<f) To  r epo rt to th e General Assem bly at its th irty-  
second session on the tasks ent rusted to him in the 
pres ent parag raph;

11 . Deci des  to include in the provision al agenda  of 
its thirty-se cond  session the item entitled “R epo rt of 
the Special Comm ittee to Investiga te Isra eli Practi ces 
Affecting  the Hum an Rights of the Pop ulat ion  of the 
Occupied  Ter rito ries ”.

10 1s t plen ary meeting 
16  Decem ber 19 76

D l/C
The  Gener al Assembly,

Recalling its resolu tions 32 40  C (X X IX ) of 29  No
vemb er 19 74  and  35 25  C (X X X ) of 15 Dece mbe r 
19 75 ,

Hav ing considered  the rep ort  of the  Special Commit
tee to Inves tigate Isra eli Practices Affec ting the Human 
Right s of the Pop ulation of the Occ upie d Ter rito ries .”  
in part icul ar section  V thereo f, entit led ''Qu nei tra", ar.d 
annex  II I ther eto, a rep ort  enti tled  “Quneit ra: repor t 
on nat ure,  extent and value  of dam age” , subm itted  by 
a Swiss exp ert engaged by the Special Comm ittee,

“ Ibid.

9
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1. Expresses its appr eciat ion  of the thorou ghness  
and  impartia lity with which the expert  engaged by the 
Specia l Com mittee to In vestig ate Is raeli Practices Affect
ing the Hum an Rights of th e Pop ulation of the Occupied 
Territo ries  discharged the tasks entrusted  to him;

2. Condemn s the massive, delib erate  destructio n of 
Qunei tra  perpetra ted durin g the Israeli  occupation  and 
prior to the withdr awal of Israeli  force s from that city 
in 197 4;

3. Recognizes  tha t the Syrian Ar ab  Republic is 
enti tled  to full and adeq uate compensation, und er in
tern atio nal law and in equity,  for the massive damage 
and deli bera te destructio n perp etra ted  in Qune itra while 
it was under Israeli occup ation, and  to all othe r legal 
remed ies in accord ance with applicable inter natio nal 
law an d practice;

4.  Take s note  of the statemen ts made by the rep
rese nta tive  of the Syrian Arab Repu blic before the

Special Politica l Comm ittee,  to the effect that his Gov
ernm ent reserves  all rights to full compensati on in re-

Sard to all damage s resultin g from Israel’s deliberate 
estru ction of Qun eitra , includ ing those not covered  

by the exp en 's abov e-me ntion ed repo n or not falling 
within the scope of his assignment;

5.  Req ues ts the Special Comm ittee to complete its 
survey on all the aspect s referred  to in paragrap h 4 
above  and to repo n there on to the General Assembly 
at its thirty -seco nd session;

6. Req ues ts the  Secretary-Ge neral  to provid e the 
Special Comm ittee with all the facilities requ ired  for 
the compl etion  of the  tasks referred  to in the previous 
parag raph s.

10 1s t plenary meeting 
16  Decemb er 19 76

<1

(



10. U.S.  Statement

STATEM ENT BY  AMBASSAD OR ALBERT W.  SHER ER, JR ., UN IT ED  STATES REPRE SENTAT IVE  
IN  TH E SPECIAL  POLITICAL COMMIT TEE , IN  EX PL AN AT IO N OF VOTE ON REPORT OF TH E 
SPE CIA L COM MITTEE TO INV EST IGA TE ISR AE LI PRACTIC ES AFFEC TIN G H U M A N  RIG HTS 
OF TH E POPULAT ION  OF TH E OCCUP IED TERRITORIES, DECEMBER 2, 1 9 7 6

9. Resolution 31/10 6. December 16, 1976

We have voted against Resolution A/SRC/31/L.11 
(the omnibus resolution) because we believe that the '
extensive list of allegations contained therein are
sufficiently serious that they deserve more careful and 
balanced investigation and certainly more precise defi
nition than is evident either in the committee's report 
or in this resolution. Such simplistic approaches to 
complex issues devalue the work of the General Assembly.
At the same time, we have suoocrted Resolution L.10. in

----l L-which reiterates the fundamental and important point 
that the Fourth Geneva Convention applies to the occupied
territories. This is a position long held by the United 
States.

The United States has voted aeai.-.st Resolution L. 9 
which deals with the question of Israeli civilian settle- ’
me.nts in the occupied Arab territories. The views of
my government or. this matter have been set forth in 
considerable detail on many previous occasions, most 
recently in the Security Council on November 11. We 
demur, in particular, on one vital point in this resol
ution, and that is the demand that Israel rescind measures
taken in all the occupied territories. We-consider this



sweeping injunction to be excessive and out of place in 
any context which does not include all aspects of a just 
and lasting peace in the area.

Our no vote is intended to underline that we 
take strong exception to the manner in which this 
resolution came before this Committee. With one impor
tant exception, it simply takes the recent Security 
Council consensus statement and adds to it the element 
which was removed in the development of the consensus. 
Its sponsors thus ask the Assembly to reinterpret or 
expand on the ‘Council's statement. Beyond this, having 
joined in a consensus statement which emerged from 
deliberations in the Security Council, we do not —  and 
will not —  feel obliged automatically to support 
similar efforts elsewhere, especially in another context 
or forum, or when the item under consideration is 
different or has a distinctive history and purpose.

With all due respect, we must observe that United 
Nations deliberations are not a game in which one side 
gains victories by running up tallies of condemnations 
of the other. The United States for its part will 
approach debates on the Middle East with one principal 
criterion in mind: will this debate or this resolution 
contribute to overall efforts to advance-the cause of 
peace in the area? We do not believe the present
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resolution passes that test.
Finally, Mr. Chairman, I wish to explain our ab

stention on the Resolution L.12 which deals with
Quneitra. We have previously stated our view with respec 
to the seriousness of the allegations under consideration 
In our view, however, the issues involved in the whole 
question of compensation are properly a matter for the 
negotiation of a settlement between the parties, and we 
do not believe they should be prejudged by this
Committee. For this reason we have not been able to 
support the resolution.

6 1 -2 53  0 - 8 0 - 1 2

0
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11. Resolution 3525  (X X X ),  December 15, 1975

35 25  (X X X ). Report of the Specia l Committee 
to Invest igate Israe li Practices Affecting the 
Hu ma n Rights of the Population of the 
Occupied Terri tor ies

a L/£ rf & aL  "ajo "
The Genera l Assem bly,

Guid ed by the purposes  and principles of the Charter 
of the United  Nat ions  as well as the principles and pro
visions of the Universal Declaration of Human  Rights,

Bear ing in mind the provisions of the Geneva Con- 
• vention relative to the Protec tion of Civilian  Perso ns in 

Tim e of War,  of 12 August 19 49 ,13 as well as of othe r 
relev ant conve ntions and regulations,

Recal ling  its resolu tions on the subjec t, as well as 
those adop ted by the Security Counci l, the Commission 
on Human  Rights and oth er United Nati ons bodies 
conc erned  and by specialized  agencies.

Having cons ider ed the repor t of the Special Com
mittee to Investigate Israeli Practi ces Affecting the Hu
man Rights  of the Popu lation of the Occupie d Tjr ri - 
tories,'*  which conta ins, inter  alia,  public  statem ents 
made by leade rs of the Government of Israel ,

1. Commend s the Special Comm ittee to Investigate 
Israe li Prac tices  Affecting the Hum an Rights  of the 
Pop ulat ion of the Occupied Territo ries  for  its efforts 
in perfor ming the tasks assigned to it by the General 
Assembly;

2. Deplores the continued refusal by Israel to allow 
the Special Comm ittee access to the occu pied territo ries;

3. Calls  again upon  Israel to allow the Special Com 
mittee access to the occupied territories;

4. Deplores  the continued and persiste nt viola tion  
by Israel of the Genev a Conve ntion  relativ e to the  Pro 
tection of Civilian Perso ns in Tim e of War , of 12  Au
gust 19 49 , and oth er applic able inter nat ional ins tru
ments;

5. Cond emns, in parti cular , the followin g Isra eli 
policies and practices:

(a )  The  ann exation of parts  of the  occu pied  ter ri
tories;

(b )  The  establishm ent of Israeli settlements there in 
and the tran sfer of an alien pop ula tion  thereto;

(c )  The  dest ruct ion and demo lition  of Ara b houses;

(<f) Th e confiscation and exp ropriat ion  of Ara b
pro per ty in the occupied terr itori es and all othe r tra ns
actions for  the  acquis ition of lan d involving the Israeli 
auth oriti es, insti tutio ns or nati ona ls on  the  one hand , 
and the inhabitants  or instit ution s of the occu pied terri
torie s on the other;

(e )  The  evacuatio n, dep orta tion, expu lsion , dis
placemen t and tran sfer  of A rab inha bita nts  o f th e occu
pied territories , and  the denia l of the ir righ t to return;

( / )  Mass  arre sts, administra tive det ent ion  an d ill- 
trea tme nt of the  A rab  po pulatio n;

(g ) The  pillagin g of archa eolog ical and  cult ural  
prope rty;

(b )  Th e interfe rence  with religious freed oms  and 
pract ices,  as well as family rights and customs;

t

u  United Nations, Trea ty Series, vol. 75, N o.  973. p. 287. 
“ A /10272.
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(<) The illegal exploitat ion of the  natu ral wealth, 
resources and popula tion  of the occupied  tem tor ies ;

6. Declares th at those policies  and practices of Israel 
consti tute grave violat ions of the Charter  of the United  
Nations, in par ticu lar  the principles of sovereignty and 
terri toria l integr ity, and the principles and provisions 
of inte rnat iona l law concerning occupation, and consti
tute as well an impediment to the establ ishment of a 
just and lasting peace ;

7. Reaffi rins that all measures taken by Israe l to 
change  the physical cha racter, demograph ic composi
tion. insti tutional structure or status of the occupied  
territo ries, or  any pa n thereof, are null and void;

8. Reaffirms further that  Israel's  policy of settling 
part s of its populat ion and new immigrants in the oc
cupied territories  is a flagrant  violation  of the Geneva 
Conv entio n relative to the Protection  of Civilian Per 
sons in Time of War and of the relevant United Nations 
resolu tions , and urges all States to refrain from any 
action which Israe l will exp loit in ca rrying  out its policy 
of coloniz ing the occupied terri tories;

9. Demands  tha t Israel desist forthwith from the 
annexation and colonizat ion of the occupied Arab ter 
ritories as well as from  all the policies and practices 
refer red to in parag raph  5 above;

10. Reiterates  its call upon  all States, inte rnat iona l 
organizations and specialized agencies not to recognize 
any changes carr ied out by Israel in the occupied ter ri
tories and to avoid actions, including actions in the field 
of aid, which might be used by Israe l in its pursu it of 
the policies  and pract ices referred to in the present 
resolu tion;

11. Reques ts the Special Committee, pending the 
early  termination of the Israeli  occupation, to continue 
to investiga te Israe li policies and practices in the Arab  
territories  occupied by Israel since 1967, to consult, as 
appropr iate , with the  Inte rnat ional Committee of the 
Red Cross in order to ensure the safeguarding of the 
welfare and human rights of the populat ion o f  the oc
cupied terri tories, and to report to the Secretary -Gen
eral as soon as possible and whenever the need arises 
there afte r;

12. Reques ts the Secretary-General :
(a ) To  render  all necessary facilities to the Special 

Comm ittee,  includ ing those requi red for  its visits to the 
occupied terr itories with a view to  investigating Israeli 
policies and pract ices referred to in ±c present reso
lution;

(f>) To make available addi tiona l staff as may be 
necessary to assist the Special Comm ittee in the per
formance of its tasks;

(c ) To  ensure the widest circulation of the repor ts 
of the Special Comm ittee,  and of information regarding 
its activities and findings, by all means available through 
the Office o f Public Information of the Secretariat;

(d ) To  repo rt to the Gen eral  Assembly at its thirty - 
first session on the tasks  entrusted  to him;

13. Decides  to include in the provis ional  agenda of 
f a  thirty-first session the item entitled ‘ Repo rt of the 
Special Committee to Investigate Israeli  Pract ices Af
fecting the Human  Rights of the Populat ion of the 
Occupied Terr itor ies" .

B ttT TtTJC."
The  General Assembly . ’
Reca lling  its resolutions 3092 A (XX VTII) of 7 De

cember 1973 and 3240  B (X XIX ) of 29 November 
1974,
Considering  that the prom otion of respect for the 

obligations arising from the Charter of the United 
Natio ns and other instruments and rules of inte rnat iona l 
law is among the basic purposes  and principle s of the 
United Nations,

Bearing in mind the provisions  of the Geneva Con
vention relative to the Pro tect ion of Civilian  Perso ns 
in Time of W ar, of 12 A ugust  1949,13

Noting  that Israe l and those Arab States  whose  ter
ritories have been occupied by Israe l since Jun e 1967 
are part ies to that C onvention ,

Taking into account tha t States part ies to that  Con 
vent ion undertake, in acco rdance with article 1 thereof, 
not only  to respect but also to ensure respect for  the 
Convent ion in all circum stances, —

1. Reaff irms  tha t the Geneva Conv entio n relative to 
the Protectio n of Civilian Perso ns in Time of War, of 
12 August  1949, is applicable to all the Arab terri torie s 
occupied by Israel since 1967, includ ing Jerusalem;

2. Deplores the failu re of Israe l to acknowledge the 
applicabil ity of that Convent ion to the terr itories it has 
occupied since 1967;

3. Cell s once more upon Israe l to acknowledge and 
to comply with the provisions of tha t Conv entio n in all 
the Arab territo ries it has occupied since 1967, includ
ing Jerusalem;

4. Urges all States parties to tha t Conv entio n to 
exer t all efforts in ord er to ensure respect for a nd com
pliance with the provis ions thereof in ail the Arab ter
ritories occupied by Israe l since 1967, including 
Jerusalem.

2441si plenary m eeting 
15 Decem ber  1975

The  General Assembly , J

Reca lling  its resolu tion 3240 C (X XIX ) of 29 No
vember 1974,

Hai ing considered the report of the Special Com
mittee  to invest igate  Israeli Pract ices Affecting the Hu 
man Right s of the Pop ula tion  of the Occupied  Te rri 
tori es, 14 in par ticu lar section V thereof concerning 
action  by the Special Committee to implement the 
provisions  of para graph 3 of resolu tion 324 0 C 
(X XIX ),

Noting that the Special Comm ittee was not able to 
submit to the General Assembly  at its current session 
a full report  in accordance with the requ est made in 
paragraph  3 of resolution 3240 C (X X IX ),

1. Req ues ts the Special Com mittee to Investigate 
Israel i Practices Aflecting the Hum an Rights o f’ the 
Pop ula tion  of the Occupied Territo ries  to  con tinue its 
efforts to undertake  a surrev of the destruc tion  in 
Qunci tra  and to assess tile nature,  extent  and value of 
the damage caused by  such destruction;

2. Requests  the Secr etary-G eneral to con tinue to 
make  available to the Special Comm ittee all the facili
ties necessary in the performance of its tasks  and to 
report to the G enera l Assembly at its th irty-first session.

0



Th e General A ssembly,
Recalling its resolut ions 2253 (ES-V)  of 4 Julv 

1967, 2254 (ES-V) of 14 July 1967 and 3240 (X XIX)  
of 29 November  1974 and Security Counci l resolutions 
252  (19 68) of 21 May 1968, 267 (196 9)  of 3 July 
1969, 271 (19 69 ) of 15 September 1969 and 298 
(197 1)  of 25 September 1971,

Takin g note  of the information contained  in the re
port of the Special Committee to Inves ticate  Israeli 
Practices Affecting the Hum an Rights of the Popula
tion of the Occupied Te rritories.14

Noting  with concern the actions of the Israel i au
thor ities  in changing the insti tutional struc ture and es
tabl ished  religious pract ices in the sanctuary  of Al- 
Ibrahimi Mosque in the  city of Al-Khalil,

Considering  tha t these actions cons titute  grave vio
lations of human rights and religious  freedom and of 
the norms of inte rnat iona l law, in part icul ar article 27 
of  the Geneva Convention  relative to the Protec tion 
of Civilian  Perso ns in Time  of War, of 12 Aueust 
1949,”  6

Considering also that  these violations of established 
religious ngh ts are a challenge to the suscept ibilities  of 
hund reds  of millions of Moslems all over the wor'd,

Considering furthermore  that  these violations, which 
have already caused civil and religious disturbances, 
cons titute  a new threat :o peace and security  in the area,

1. Declares  all measures taken by the Is raeli auth ori
ties with a view to changing ± e insti tutional structure  
and estab lished  religious pract ices in the sanctuary of 
Al-Ibrahimi Mosque in the city of Al-Khalil null and 
void;

2. Calls upon  Israe l to rescind and to desist forth
with from all  such me asures;

3. Reques ts the Secretary-General to investigate the 
situa tion in Al-Ibrahimi Mosque by contacting the Is
lamic, Arab and other authoritie s concerned, and to 
report  as soon as possible on the implementation  of 
para graph 2 above;

4. Calls upon  Israe l to co-opera te with the Secre
tary-Genera l and to facilitate his task.

244 1st  plenary meeting 
ISDec em be r 1925
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12. R eso lut ion  3240 (X X IX ) , November 29. 1974

32 40  (X X IX ) . Report of  the Special  Committee 
to Investigate Israe li Practices Affecting the 
Human Rights of the Pop ula tion of the Oc
cupied Te rr ito rie s

a C& "AJo"
The General Assembly.
Guided by the purposes and princ iples of  the Charter  

of the United Nations as well as the principles and 
provis ions of  the Universal Declarat ion of Human 
Rights,

Bearing in mind the prov isions of  the Geneva Con
vention relative to the Pro tection  of  Civil ian  Persons 
in Tim e of  War,  of  12 August 1949? as well as of  
othe r relevant conventions and regulations.

Recalling its resolutions on the subject, as we ll as 
those adopted by the Security Counc il, the Commis
sion on Human Righ ts and other Un ited  Nations 
bodies concerned and by specialized agencies,

Cons idering that the implementation of  the Geneva 
Convent ion of 12 August 1949 cannot and should not 
be left  open in a situation inv olv ing  foreign m ilitary 
occupation and the rights of  the civ ilia n population of 
those terr itories.

De ploring the cont inued refusal by Israel to allow 
the Special Committee to Investigate Israeli Practices 
Affe cting the Human Righ ts of  the Populat ion of  the 
Occupied Territorie s access to the occupied terr itor ies,

Having considered the report  o f the Special Com
mittee,5

1. Commends the Special Com mittee to Investi 
gate Israeli Practices Af fec ting the Hum an Righ ts of 
the Population of the Occupied Terri tor ies  fo r its 
efforts in per form ing the tasks assigned to it  by  the 
General Assembly;

2. Cal ls upon Israel to allo w the Special Commit
tee access to the occup ied territo ries;

3. Expresses the gravest conce rn at the continued 
and persistent disregard by Israe l o f the Geneva Cen- 
vent ion relative to the Pro tection  of  Civil ian  Persons 
in Tim e of War, of  12 August 1949. and other ap
plicable internatio nal  instruments, in partic ula r the 
fo llowing  vio latio ns:

I)
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( a )  The annexation of part s of the occupied terr i
tories;

(b )  The  establishment of Israeli settlem ents therein  
and  the transf er of an alien  pop ulat ion thereto;

(c )  The  destru ction  and demo lition  of Ara b houses, 
ullages and towns;

(d )  The confiscation and expropr iation of Arab 
propert y in the occupied terr itori es and all othe r trans 
actions for the acquisition of land involving the Israeli 
aut hori ties,  institu tions or natio nals  on the one hand, 
and  the inhab itants or institu tions of the occu pied ter
rito ries  on the other;

( e )  The  evacu ation, dep orta tion , expuls ion, dis
plac eme nt and tran sfer  of Arab  inhab itants of the 
occu pied  territories,  and the denial of their  right to 
retu rn;

( / )  Mass arres ts, admin istrat ive detention and ill- 
tre atm ent  of the Arab popula tion;

(g ) Th e pillaging of archa eolog ical and cultural 
property;

(b )  The  interference  with religious  freed om and 
prac tice s, as well as family rights and customs;

(« ) The  illegal exploi tation of the natural  wealth, 
resources and popu latio n of the occupied territories;

4.  Declares  tha t those policies  of Israe l consti tute 
not only a direct cont ravention to, and violati on of, 
the purposes  and principles of the Cha rter of the 
United Nations , in part icular the princi ples of sover
eignty and terri toria l integr ity, the principles and pro
visions  of the applic able inte rnat iona l law conce rning 
occ upat ion and the basic huma n rights of the people, 
but  also an impediment to the establishm ent of a just

id  lasting peace;

5. Reaffirms  tha t all measures taken  by Israel to 
chan ge the physical character, dem ogra phic  composi
tion , institu tional structure or status of the occupied  
terr itor ies,  or any part thereof, are null and void;

6. Reaffirms furt her  that Isra el’s policy of settling 
pa rts  of its popula tion and new immigrants in the 
occu pied territo ries is a flagrant  violation  of the Geneva 
Convent ion relative to the Protectio n of Civilian Per
sons  in Time of War and of the  releva nt United 
Nati ons  resolu tions, and urges all States to refrain 
from  any action which Israel will exploit  in carrying 
ou t its policy of colonizin g the occupied territories;

7.  Dema nds  that  Israel desist forthwith  from the 
ann exation and colonizatio n of the occupied Ara b ter
ritor ies as well as from all the policies  and practice s 
referred  to in p aragraph  3 above;

8. Rei tera tes  its call upon all States, international 
organizations and specialized agencies  not to recognize 
any  changes  carrie d out by Israel in the occu pied terr i
tori es and to avoid actio ns, including actions  in the 
field of aid, which might be used by Israe l in its pur
suit of the policies and pract ices referred to in the 
pres ent resolution;

9. Requests the Special Comm ittee,  pendi ng the 
early termination of the Israeli occupa tion , to contin ue 
to investigate Israeli policies and pract ices in the Arab 
'err itor ies  occupied  by Israel since 1967 , to consult,

! app ropr iate , with the International  Comm ittee of 
Jte Red Cross in orde r to ensure the safeguard ing of 
the welfa re and human rights of the populat ion of 
the  occupied terri torie s, and to repo rt to the Secretary- 
Genera l as soon as possible and whenever the need 
arise s thereafter;

10.  Reques ts the Secre tary-G eneral :
(a )  To  render all necessary facilities  to the Special 

Comm ittee,  including those required  for its visits to 
the occupied terri torie s with a view to investigating 
Israeli policies and pract ices referred  to in the present 
resolu tion;

(b ) To  ensure the widest circulation of the repor ts 
of the Special Comm ittee,  and  of information regar d
ing its activities and findings, by all means available  
through the Office of Public  Info rmation  of the Sec
retariat;

(c )  To  repor t to the General Assembly at its thir ti
eth session on the .tasks entru sted to him:

11. Decides  to includ e in the provis ional agend a of 
its thirtie th session the item entitled “R epo rt of the 
Special Commit tee to Investig ate Israel i Practi ces Af
fecting the Human Rights of the Popu lation of the 
Occupie d Territo ries ”.

23 03 rd  plenary  meeting 
29  November  19 74

b '
The General Assembly,  ( J

Affirming that the promot ion of respect for the obli
gations arising from the Ch arter of the United Natio ns 
and oth er  instrum ents and rules of inter natio nal law is 
among the basic purp oses  and  principles of the United 
Nations,

Beari ng in mind the provis ions of the Genev a Con
vention relative to the Protection of Civilian  Person s 
in Time  of War, of 12 August 19 49 ,4

Recal ling  tha t Israe l and those Arab  States whose 
terr itori es have been occupied by Israel since June  
19 67  are parties to tha t Conventio n,

Reaffirming tha t States parties to tha t Conve ntion  
underta ke, in acco rdan ce with artic le 1 thereof, not 
only to respect but also to ensure respect for the Con
vention in all circumstanc es,

1. Reaffirms, that  the Geneva Conv entio n relative to  
the Protection  of Civilian  Perso ns in Time  of War, of 
12 Augu st 1949 , is applic able to the Arab terri torie s 
occupied by Israel since 196 7;

2. Call s once more upon  Israel to respect and to 
comply with the provisions of that  Conv entio n in the 
Arab territo ries occu pied by Israel;

3. Urges all State s part ies to tha t Conventi on to 
exert all efforts in order to ensure respect for and 
compliance with the provisions  thereof  in the Arab 
terr itori es occupied  by Israe l.

23 03 rd  ple nary  meeting 
29  N ovem ber 19 74

The General Assem bly,
Having cons idere d the report of the Special Com 

mittee to Investigate Israeli  Pract ices Affecting the 
Hum an Rights of the Pop ulation of the Occupied Ter
rit or ies ? in part icular section  V ther eof concerning the 
dest ruct ion of th e town of Q uneitra,

Recalling tha t the Geneva Conv entio n relative to 
the Protec tion of Civilian  Perso ns in Tim e of War, of 
12  Augu st 19 49 ,4 provides that any dest ruct ion by the 
occupy ing Power of real or  perso nal propert y belong
ing individually or  collective ly to priva te persons, to
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the State, to othe r public author ities  or  to social or  co
operat ive organizat ions is prohib ited ,

Norins the Special Committee's deep-seated convic
tion that the Israe li forces and the Israe li occupying 
author ities were responsible fo r the deliberate and 
tota l devastation of Quneitra , in vio lat ion  of  artic le 53 
of the Geneva Convent ion of  12 August 1949 and 
under artic le 147 thereof.

Noting  fur the r the Special Committee ’s opinion that 
the grav ity of  the circumstances wou ld justi fy the ap
pointment of  a commission to study the legal conse
quences of the devastation of  Quneit ra. partic ula rly  
wi thin  the context of articles 53 and 147 o f the Geneva 
Convent ion, bearing in mind  the provis ions of artic le 
6 (h ) of the Charter of  the Inte rnation al M ilit ar y T ri 
bunal of Nurem berg, " confirmed by the General Assem
bly in its resolution  95 (1)  of  11 December 1946,

1. Endorses the conclusion  of  the Special Com
mittee to Investigate Israe li Practices Affe ctina the 
Human Rights of  the Populat ion of  the Occupied Te r
ritor ies that Israel is responsible fo r the destruction 
and devastation of  the town of  Quneit ra;

2. Regards Israel’s delibe rate destruction and dev
astation of the town of  Quneitra  as a grave breach of 
the Geneva Convent ion relat ive to the Protection of 
Civil ian  Persons in Time of  War, of  12 August 1949, 
and condemns Israel fo r such acts;

3. Requests the Special Committee, wi th the assist
ance of  experts, designated if  necessary in consu lta
tion  with the Secretary-General, to undertake a survey 
of the destruction in Quneit ra and to assess the nature, 
extent and value of  the damage caused by such de
struction;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to  make avai l
able to the Special Committee all the facilities neces
sary in the performance of  its task and to report to 
the Genera l Assembly at its th irtieth session.

2303 rd p lenary meeting 
29 November 1974

0

0
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13. U.S.  Stat ement  of J ul y 3, 1967

UNITED STATES DELEGATION
TO THE FIFTH EMERGENCY SPECIAL SESSION OF THE :

GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF THE UNITED NATIONS

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE PRESS RELEASE USUN-117 C o r r . l
J u ly  3 , 1967

A dd re ss  by  Amba ssad or  A rt h u r J .  G old berg , U n it ed  S ta te s

R e p re s e n ta ti v e  to  th e  U n it ed  N a ti o n s , i n  P le n a ry  S e ss io n , on

th e  P endin g R e s o lu ti o n s , J u ly  3> 19 67 . V

Mr. P re s id e n t:

As we appro ach  a v o te  on  th e  pendin g  r e s o lu t i o n s ,  t h i s  G enera l
Assem bly ca n ha ve  b u t one o v e r - r id in g  pu rp o se  in  th e  s p i r i t  o f
o u r common C h a r te r ; a s t a b l e ,  e n d u ri n g  an d j u s t  peace  in  th e
M id dl e E a s t.

What mus t be  done  to  a c h ie v e  t h i s  pu rp ose  o f  peace?  The
e s s e n t i a l  s t e p s , as my Go ve rnme nt  s e e s  th em , ca n be  summed up
i n  te n  p o in t s :

1 . W ithout d e la y , arm ed fo rc e s  sh o u ld  be  d is engaged  and  
w ithdr aw n to  t h e i r  own t e r r i t o r i e s ;  an d w it h o u t d e la y  
an y c la im s to  a  s t a t e  o f  war  o r  b e l l ig e r e n c y  sh ou ld  be  
te rm in a te d .

2 . The  r i g h t  o f  e v e ry  Member o f th e  U n it ed  N ati ons in  th e  
a re a  to  m a in ta in  an  in d ep en d e n t n a t i o n a l  s t a t e  o f  i t s  
own an d to  l i v e  in  peace sh o u ld  be  re s p e c te d  by  every  
o th e r  Member.

3 . The  t e r r i t o r i a l  i n t e g r i t y  an d p o l i t i c a l  in dep en dence  o f 
a l l  th e  s t a t e s  in  th e  a re a  sh o u ld  be  re s p e c te d  an d 
a ssu re d  by  a p p ro p r ia te  a rr a n g e m e n ts .

4 . V i ta l  s e c u r i ty  i n t e r e s t s  o f a l l  s t a t e s  in  th e  a re a  
sh ou ld  be  p r o te c te d .

5 . A ll  s t a t e s  in  th e  a re a  sh ou ld  r e f r a i n  in  t h e i r  m utu al  
r e l a t i o n s  from  th e  t h r e a t  o r  use  o f  fo r c e  in  an y man ne r 
w h a ts o e v e r.

6 . The  r i g h t s  o f a l l  n a ti o n s  to  fr ee dom  o f  n a v ig a t io n  an d 
o f  in n o c e n t p a ssa g e  th ro u g h  in t e r n a t i o n a l  w at er w ay s 
sh o u ld  be  r e s p e c te d .

7 . A J u s t  an d perm an en t s e t t le m e n t  o f  th e  re fu g e e  pro ble m s t
sh o u ld  be  co n c lu d e d .

8 . The de vel opm en t o f n a t io n a l  ec on om ie s an d th e  im prov em en t 
o f  th e  l i v in g  s ta n d a rd s  o f  th e  p e o p le  sh ou ld  ta k e
p re ced en ce  o v e r a w a s te fu l arms ra c e  in  th e  a r e a . (
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9 . The  s a fe g u a rd in g  o f  th e  Ho ly P la c e s , an d fr ee do m  o f 
a c c e ss  to  th e n  f o r  a l l ,  sh o u ld  be  i n t e r n a t i o n a l ly  
g u a ra n te e d ; and th e  s t a tu s  o f  Je ru sa le m  in  r e l a t i o n  to  
the m sh ou ld  be  dec id ed  n o t u n i l a t e r a l l y  b u t in  c o n s u l ta -  ta io n  w it h  a l l  con ce rn ed .

10 . I n t e r n a t io n a l  a rr angem en ts  sh o u ld  be  made to  h e lp  th e
p a r t i e s  ach ie v e  a l l  th e s e  r e s u l t s ,  in c lu d in g  a p p ro p r ia te  
a s s i s t a n c e  from  th e  U n it ed  N ati ons o r  o th e r  ( t h i r d  p a r t i e s ) .

0

I t  i s  in  th e  l i g h t  o f th e s e  vi ew s th a t  we ha ve  d ec id e d  th e  
p o s i t i o n  o f th e  U n it ed  S ta te s  on  th e  tw o m ajo r r e s o lu t io n s  w hl cn  
a re  abou t to  come to  a v o te . I  w is h  to  s t a t e  t h a t  p o s i t i o n  
e x p l i c i t l y  an d o u r re a so n s  f o r  i t .

Cfhe U nit ed  S ta te s  w i l l  v o te  f o r  th e  r e s o lu t io n  p re s e n te d  
n in e te e n  L a ti n  Amer ican  s t a t e s .

The U n it ed  S ta te s  w i l l  v o te  a g a in s t  th e  r e s o lu t io n  p re s e n te d  by  
Y u gosl av ia  and s ix te e n  o th e r  me mbers.

A b a s ic  d if f e r e n c e  e x i s t s  betw een  th e s e  two r e s o lu t io n s  — a 
d i f f e r e n c e  whic h no em bell is hm en ts  o r d e t a i l s  ca n o b sc u re .

The  Y ug os la v t e x t  p ro p o ses to  d e a l w it h  th e  pro bl em  o f  peace 
an d s e c u r i ty  in  th e  Middle E a s t by  c a l l i n g  b a s i c a l l y  f o r  one 
fu ndam enta l a c t io n :  th e  w it h d ra w a l o f  I s r a e l ' s  fo r c e s  " to  th e  
p o s i t io n s  th ey  h e ld  p r i o r  to  5 Ju ne 1967 ."  I t  le a v e s  un to uched  
th e  o th e r  h a l f  o f th e  pro bl em  w hi ch  mus t be  im m edia te ly  ad d re sse d  
i f  th e  dem and s o f  th e  C h a rt e r a re  to  be  s a t i s f i e d :  nam el y, th e  
p e r s i s t e n t  c la im  by  c e r t a in  Members o f t h i s  O rg a n iz a ti o n  o f  th e  
r i g h t  to  a n n ih i l a t e  a n o th e r  Member. T h is  c la im , w hi ch  d i r e c t l y  
a f f r o n ts  th e  C h a rt e r an d e v e ry  se n se  o f  f a i r n e s s ,  i s  to  be l e f t  
un im pair ed  - -  and th o se  who a s s e r t  i t  a re  to  be l e f t  f r e e ,  a t  a 
ti m e o f t h e i r  own ch o o si n g , t o  make good on  i t  by  f o r c e .

In d eed , th e  Y ug os lav t e x t  c o n ta in s  no  c l e a r  p ro v is io n  t o  d e a l 
w it h  ar.y  o f  th e  lo n g -s ta n d in g  g r ie v a n c e s  an d cau ses  o f  c o n f l i c t  
w hi ch  hav e k e p t th e  M id dle E a s t i n  a  f e v e r  o f  te n s io n  f o r  tw en ty  y e a r s .

L et me em pha si ze  th a t  th e  s u c c e s s iv e  r e v i s io n s  o f  p a ra g ra p h  6 in  
th e  Y ug os lav d r a f t  ha ve  n o t cu re d  th e  b a s ic  d e fe c ts  o f t h i s  
r e s o lu t i o n .  P ara g ra ph  1 , c o n c e rn in g  w it h d ra w a l,  cou ld  n o t be  
more c le a r  an d d e f i n i t e .  P a ra g ra p h  6 , co n ce rn in g  " a l l  a s p e c ts  o f  th e  s i tu a t io n "  i s  va gu e in  th e  ex tr em e.

The  e f f e c t  o f t h i s  Y ug os lav t e x t ,  as  r e v i s e d ,  i s  o b v io u s . I t  
c a l l s  f o r  w it h d ra w al now - -  and e v e ry  o th e r  e s s e n t i a l  s te p  i s  
th e  u n c e r ta in  f u tu r e .  In  p a r t i c u l a r  i t  ma kes no  c o n n e c ti o n  
w hate ver bet w ee n w it h d ra w a l and th e  en d o f  c la im s o f  b e l l ig e r e n c y

— c la im s which  a re  among th e  le a d in g  ca u se s  o f  a l l  o f th e  t r o u b le s  o f th e  p a s t .

w
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Th e L a ti n  Amer ican  t e x t ,  on  th e  o th e r  han d , t r e a t s  a t  one and th e  
same ti m e b o th  o f th e  m os t v i t a l  n e c e s s i t i e s  o f  p e a c e . I t s  f i r s t  
p a ra g ra p h  co m bin es , on an  eq u a l b a s i s ,  th e  w it h d ra w a l o f  I s r a e l ’ s f o r c e s  w it h  th e  endin g o f  a l l  c la im s  to  a  s t a t e  o f  b e l l ig e r e n c y  and 
w it h  e f f o r t s  to  c r e a te  " c o n d it io n s  o f  c o e x is te n c e  base d  on good_ 
n e ig h b o r l i n e s s ."  I t  re c o g n iz e s  t h a t  we fa c e  a s i t u a t i o n  wh ose  two 
a s p e c ts  a re  in te rd e p e n d e n t — t h a t  n e i t h e r  a s p e c t ca n be  so lv ed  in  I s o l a t i o n  from  th e  o th e r .

C e r ta in ly  an y f a i r  and  m ean in g fu l re a d in g  o f  ou r C h a r te r  mus t le ad  
t o  th e  same c o n c lu s io n . I f  th e  C h a r te r  i s  t o  be  in voked  — as  in deed  
i t  mus t — to  r e q u ire  w it h d ra w a l o f tr o o p s  in  th e  name o f  t e r r i t o r i a l  
i n t e g r i t y , . th e n  s u r e ly  i t  mus t be  In vo ke d a l s o ,  and e q u a ll y , and  a t  
th e  same ti m e , to  r e q u i r e  an  en d to  c la im s o f  th e  r i g h t  t o  wage  w ar .

U n le ss  th e  go ve rn m en ts  in  th e  a re a  a r e  p re p a re d  t o  r e f r a i n  from  th e s e  
t o t a l l y  un fo un de d c la im s o f  b e l l ig e r e n c y , th e r e  o b v io u s ly  ca n be  no 
p e a c e . C oopera ti on  to  a s s u re  tr o o p  d is engagem ent an d w it h d ra w a l — 
and th e  o th e r  e s s e n t i a l s  o f  peace  — mus t by  d e f i n i t i o n  be  a tw o-way  
s t r e e t .  The Assem bly ca n h a rd ly  endo rs e  a fo rm u la  in  whi ch  one s id e  
i s  f r e e  to  a s s e r t  t h a t  th e r e  i s  a s t a t e  o f  w ar  an d th e  o th e r  s id e  i s  ask ed  to  be ha ve  as i f  th e r e  were n o t.

A c h o ic e  mus t be  made bet w ee n th e  c la im s o f  war  and  th e  c la im s o f p e a c e .

Of c la im s o f  p e a c e , no ne  i s  mo re fu n d am en ta l as  ev ery  Membero f  t h i s  As sembly  mus t r e c o g n iz e , th a n  th e  r i g h t  o f  a so v e re ig n  s t a t e ,  
a  Member o f th e  U nit ed  N ati ons,  t o  ha ve  i t s  e x is te n c e  and i t s  
in dependence r e s p e c te d . In  no  o th e r  case  in  th e  h i s to r y  o f  th e  
U n it ed  N ati ons ha ve  mem bers  o f  t h i s  O rg a n iz a ti o n  f a i l e d  to  accord  t h i s  e le m e n ta l r i g h t  to  a n o th e r Member.

T h is  r i g h t  has  bee n th e  s u b je c t  o f  im p o rt a n t s ta te m e n ts  d u ri n g  t h i s  
d e b a te  fro m a wi de  ra nge  o f s p e a k e rs . On Ju ne  19 , i n  f a c t ,  in  th e  
openin g  s ta te m e n t o f th e  d e b a te , we heard  Cha irm an  K os yg in  o f  th e  
S o v ie t Un ion  d e c la r e ,  a s  "o ne  o f th e  fu ndam en ta l p r i n c ip l e s "  o f  h is  
c o u n tr y 's  p o l i c y , t h a t  "e v ery  p e o p le  e n jo y s  th e  r i g h t  to  e s t a b l i s h  
an  in dependen t n a t io n a l  s t a t e  o f  i t s  ow n," We do n o t se e  t h i s  p o in t r e f e r r e d  to  in  th e  Y ugos la v R e so lu ti o n .

A gain , a t ou r v e ry  l a s t  m eeti ng  on F r id a y , we h e a rd  th e  F o re ig n  
M in is te r  o f  Uru gu ay , D r.  L u i s i ,  d e c la re  among th e  f i r s t  c o n d it io n s  
o f p eace  th e  re c o g n i ti o n  by  th e  p a r t i e s  t o  t h i s  d is p u te  o f th e  
i r r e v o c a b i l i t y  o f t h e i r  e x is te n c e  a s  so v e re ig n  s t a t e s . "  We do n o t 
see  t h i s  p o in t  e i t h e r  in  th e  Y ug os la v R e so lu ti o n .

0
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In  f a c t ,  we ca n s e a rc h  th e  Y ug os la v t e x t  fro m s t a r t  to  f i n i s h  w it h o u t f in d in g  any words  abou t r e s p e c t  f o r  th e  e le m e n ta l r i g h t  o f  n a t io n a l  e x is te n c e  — th e  abse nce  o f  w hi ch  i s  th e  v e ry  bo ttom  o f th e  tr o u b le  in  th e  M id dl e E a s t.  In s te a d  we f in d  va gu e re f e re n c e s  to  l e g a l  an d p o l i t i c a l  pro ble m s an d C h a r te r  p r i n c ip l e s ,  to  be  c o n s id e re d  a t  some ti m e in  th e  f u t u r e .  And th i s  fu zzy  tr e a tm e n t s ta n d s  in  s tr o n g  c o n t r a s t  t o  th e  Y ugo sl av  r e s o l u t i o n 's  c l e a r  an d c o n c re te  c a l l  f o r  im m ed ia te  w it h d ra w a l o f  I s r a e l ' s  tr o o p s  to  th e  p o s i t i o n s  h e ld  b e fo re  Ju ne  5« T hat  w it h d ra w a l - -  i f  i t  cou ld  be  b ro u g h t a b o u t a t  a l l  under su ch c o n d it io n s  - -  ca n s c a r c e ly  b r in g  more th a n  a pause  betw ee n ro unds in  t h i s  lo n g  and t e r r i b l e  c o n f l i c t .

In  candor l e t  me sa y  th a t  we o f  th e U n it ed  S ta t e s ,  an d no doubt many o th e r s ,  wo uld ha ve  p re f e r r e d  a s t i l l  c le a re r" a n d  mo re e x p l i c i t  s ta te m e n t on  th e  r i g h t  o f  n a t i o n a l  e x is te n c e  the m th a t  w hi ch  a p p ea rs  in  th e  L a t in  Amer ican  t e r t .  But  o u r c a r e f u l  re a d in g  o f t h a t  t e x t  has  le d  us  to  conclu de  t h a t  i t s  u rg e n t c a l l  f o r  an  en d to  c la im s o f b e l l ig e r e n c y ,  an d th e  o th e r  p ro v is io n s  o f  p a ra g ra p h .1  (b ) c l e a r ly  co mpreh en d r e s p e c t  f o r  n a t io n a l  e x is te n c e  an d c o n s t i t u t e  a m aj or s te p  in  th e  r i g h t  d i r e c t i o n .  T h is  i s  one o f  o u r re a so n s  f o r  su p p o r ti n g  th e  L a ti n  Amer ican  d r a f t ,  an d f o r  f in d in g  i t  i n f i n i t e l y  p r e f e r a b le  to  th e  Y ug os la v d r a f t .
T her e a re  o th e r  re a so n s  a ls o  f o r  t h i s  p re f e r e n c e . The L a ti n  Amer ican  t e x t  o f f e r s  c o n c re te  g u id e l in e s  f o r  d e a li n g  w it h  many o f th e  o th e r  e s s e n t i a l s  o f peace  in  th e  M id dl e E a s t.  M or eo ver , i t  d e a ls  w it h  j u s t  g r ie v a n c e s  on b o th  s id e s  an d th e r e  ha ve  been  j u s t  g ri e v a n c e s  on  b o th  s id e s .  U n fo r tu n a te ly , n e i t h e r  o f  th e s e  c la im s ca n be  made fo r  th e  Y ug os lav d r a f t .

L et me s p e c i fy  our gro unds f o r  t h i s  e v a lu a t io n .
- -  On th e  re fu g e e  p ro b le m , th e  L a ti n  A m er ic an  t e x t  c a l l sunam bi gu ou sl y f o r  "a n  a p p ro p r ia te  an d f u l l  s o lu t io n  o f  th e  pr ob le m  o f  r e f u g e e s ."  My Go vernme nt has ta k e n  th e  vi ew  t h a t  a f a i r  an d l a s t i n g  s o lu t io n  on th e  re fu g e e  q u e s t io n  i s  v i t a l l y  n e c e s s a ry . In d eed , i t  has been  made a l l  th e  more u rg e n t by  th e  e v e n ts  o f  r e c e n t w ee ks . Ye t th e  s o le  a l l u s i o n  to  t h i s  pro ble m  in  th e  Y ug os la v t e x t  i s  in  th e  s in g le  a b s t r a c t  wo rd " h u m a n it a r ia n ."
— On in t e r n a t i o n a l  m ari ti m e r i g h t s ,  th e  L a ti n  Amer ican  t e x t  c a l l s  f o r  a g u a ra n te e  o f  "f re ed om  o f  t r a n s i t  on th e  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  w at er w ay s in  th e  r e g io n ."  T h is  pro b le m  i s  n o t m en ti oned  in  th e  Y ug os la v t e x t .  And y e t i t  was  t h i s  v e ry  pro ble m  th a t  p ro v id e d  th e  sp a rk  w hi ch  le d  d i r e c t l y  to  th e  e x p lo s io n  o f Ju ne 5 . Mr.  P r e s id e n t , why do th e  sp o n so rs  o f t h i s  r e s o lu t i o n  g l id e  o v e r t h i s  v i t a l  i s s u e  w it h  vague, e v a s iv e  w or ds  an d w it h  c o r r id o r  h in t s  abou t a  p o s s ib le  w il l in g n e s s  to  d e a l w it h  th e  m a tt e r?
On t h i s  c r u c i a l  i s s u e ,  in v o lv in g  n o t o n ly  th e  s t a t e s  im m ed ia te ly  concern ed  b u t a ls o  v i t a l  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  r i g h t s ,  th e  Y ugo sl av  t e x t  i s  a l t o g e th e r  d e f i c i e n t .



— On th e  q u e s ti o n  o f J e ru sa le m , a g a in  th e  L a ti n  American  t e x t  
c o n ta in s  e x p l i c i t  la nguage  w her ea s th e  Y ug os la v t e x t  i s  s i l e n t .
The U n it ed  S ta te s  vi ew  on t h i s  s u b je c t has been  s t a te d  a t  th e  
h ig h e s t l e v e l s  o f  o u r Go vernm ent in  th e  p a s t few  d a y s , an d i s  
r e f l e c t e d  in  th e  te n  p o in ts  w hi ch  I  l i s t e d  a t  th e  o u ts e t  o f t h i s  
s ta te m e n t.

In  p a r t i c u l a r ,  th e  U n it ed  S ta te s  do es  n o t re c o g n iz e  th e  re c e n t 
a d m in is t r a t iv e  a c ti o n  ta k e n  by  I s r a e l  a s  d e te rm in in g  th e  fu tu re  
o f th e  Ho ly P la c e s  o r th e  s t a tu s  o f Je ru sa le m  in  r e l a t i o n  to  th em . 
We do n o t re c o g n iz e  u n i l a t e r a l  a c t io n s  in  t h i s  c o n n e c ti o n . W ith  
re g a rd  t o  th e  p ro v is io n  on Je ru sa le m  in  th e  L a ti n  Amer ican  t e x t ,  
ou r su p p o rt  i s  a g a in s t  th e  bac kgr ou nd o f t h i s  p o l i c y .

— On s e c u r i ty  a rr a n g e m e n ts , th e  L a ti n  Amer ican  t e x t  c a l l s  f o r  
m ea su re s to  g u a ra n te e  th e  t e r r i t o r i a l  i n t e g r i t y  an d p o l i t i c a l  
in dependence o f th e  s t a t e s  o f th e  re g io n . Among th e s e  m easu re s i t  
s p e c i f i e s  th e  e s ta b li s h m e n t of d e m i l i ta r iz e d  zo n e s , and an  
a p p ro p r ia te  U n it ed  N a ti o n s  p re s e n c e . Bu t th e  Yug os lav t e x t  con
t a i n s  n o th in g  more on t h i s  s u b je c t th a n  a re f e re n c e  t o  th e  
e x is t i n g  UNTSO m ach in ery . UNTSO has p e rf o rm ed , an d i s  s t i l l  
p e rf o rm in g , a v a l i a n t  s e r v ic e . Bu t s u re ly  we a l l  re c o g n iz e , 
an d th e  S e c re ta ry  G enera l h im se lf  has r e p o r te d , t h a t  th e  re m ov al  
o f a s t i l l  more s u b s ta n t i a l  U n it ed  N a ti o n s  p re se n c e  - -  th e  U n it ed  
N ati ons Em erg en cy  F orc e — c r e a te d , in  th e  S e c re ta ry  G e n e ra l’ s 
w ord s,  "a new s i t u a t i o n . "

T he. s i t u a t i o n  was  a l t e r e d  s t i l l  f u r th e r  by  th e  r e c e n t h o s t i l i t i e s .  
I t  i s  a  s i t u a t i o n  w hi ch  UNTSO w it h  i t s  p re s e n t re s o u rc e s  and 
s t r u c tu r e  can n o t a d e q u a te ly  man ag e.

- -  F in a l ly ,  on th e  ta s k s  o f th e  S e c u r i ty  C o u n c il , th e  L a ti n  
Amer ican  d r a f t  ma kes c o n c re te  re co m m en da tion s c o n ce rn in g  a l l  o f 
th e  p o in t s  I  ha ve  m en ti oned . Bu t th e  Y ugo sl av  t e x t  c o n f in e s  i t s  
re co m m en da tion s t o  th e  b ro a d e s t g e n e r a l i t i e s .

A lt hough , f o r  a l l  th e s e  re a s o n s , we f in d  th e  L a ti n  Amer ican  t e x t  
a c c e p ta b le  an d th e  Y ug os la v t e x t  u n a c c e p ta b le , I  mus t e x p re s s  
r e g r e t  t h a t  n e i t h e r  o f th e s e  r e s o lu t io n s  to u c h e s  on th e  m aj or 
is s u e  o f arm s l i m i t a t i o n  in  th e  M id dl e E a s t.  T h is  is s u e  has  bee n 
d is c u s se d  d u ri n g  t h i s  d e b a te  by  a nu mbe r o f s p e a k e rs , in c lu d in g  
th o se  o f th e  S o v ie t Un ion an d th e  U n it ed  S t a t e s .  On Ju ne  19 we 
l i s t e n e d  w it h  I n t e r e s t  t o  Cha irm an  K os yg in  when  he  warne d t h a t  
n a ti o n s  o f  th e  M id dl e E a s t,  " in  o rd e r  t o  en han ce  t h e i r  s e c u r i ty  
. . . may em bark  on th e  p a th  o f an  arms b u il d u p  an d in c re a s e  
t h e i r  m i l i t a r y  b u d g e ts  . . .  Th os e who c h e r i s h  peace  canno t an d 
mus t n o t a ll ow  e v e n ts  to  ta k e  t h i s  c o u r s e ."

T h is  s ta te m e n t was v e ry  much in  ou r min ds  when my Go vernm ent 
s t a t e d  h e re  th e  n e x t day , Ju ne  20 , t h a t  "p ea ce  in  th e  M id dl e E a s t 
r e q u i r e s  s te p s  to  a v e r t  th e  d an g ers  in h e r e n t in  a rene wed  arm s 
ra c e  . . .  The  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  f o r  su ch  s te p s  r e s t s  n o t o n ly  on 
t h o s e ( in  th e  a re a  b u t a ls o  up on  th e  l a r g e r  s t a t e s  o u ts id e  th e  
a r e a . "  And we p ro pose  in  o u r own d r a f t  r e s o lu t i o n ,  a s  a f i r s t  
s te p  in  d is c h a rg in g  t h i s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ,  a  sy st em  o f " r e g i s t r a t i o n  
an d l i m i t a t i o n  o f arms sh ip m ents  in t o  th e  a r e a . "
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We remain very much interested in exploring this concept —  net in order to crystallize any military imbalance in the area, but rather to maintain a balance at the lowest possible security level. Cur aim is twofold: that this source of danger shall be controlled, and that scarce resources shall be devoted to a better cause than armaments -- the technical and economic progress of the peoples of the Middle East.
Mr. President, I now wish to comment briefly on one specific aspect of the situation in the Middle East: We have before us, in addition to the draft resolutions I have discussed, anotherJ draft resolution submitted by Sweden and several co-sponsorsdealing with the refugee problem. Indeed, no task is more urgent than to bind up the wounds of war, to find shelter for the homeless, food for the hungry and medicine for the sick.
To this end the United States supported in the Security Council the resolution put forward by Argentina, Brazil and Ethiopia, which the Council unanimously adopted on June 14. To the same 
end we now strongly support the draft resolution presented by Sweden and other members which is now before the Assembly.
Last week the United States Government allocated $5,000,000 to help meet the urgent needs of this situation and from this sum we are making a special contribution to UNRWA to help finance its operations in the immediate future.
There have been reports of the movement of civilians from their homes -- many of them refugees from earlier conflicts. We have heard these reports with much concern. All civilians in the area ?**fected should be assured of their safety, welfare and security in the same locations in which they resided before hostilities began. We welcome the assurances recently given and hope that they will be implemented with regard to the population of the West Bank of Jordan, and that they be encouraged to remain in their homes or return to them. We welcome the news that a representative of the Secretary General is new tc go tc the area, and we urge all concerned, particularly the Government of Israel, to give him the fullest cooperation.
In conclusion, Mr. President, I return to the major choice which faces this Assembly. It is the key question before us. It is a choice between a tragic past and a better future. In the Yugoslav resolution we are asked to return the situation to where it stood on the eve of conflict; and only in some indefinite future would we try again to cope with underlying causes —  including the, claimed right to do away with a sovereign state by armed force. This proposal cannot lead toward peace but only toward more trouble and danger. It is unconstructive and it should be rejected.

1



In  th e  L a ti n  Am erican  r e s o lu t i o n  we a re  ask ed  t o  d e a l f o r t h r i g h t l y  
w ith th e  g r e a t  o b s ta c le s  to  p eace: ab ov e a l l ,  an d f i r s t  o f a l l ,  
v it h  th e  w it h d ra w a l o f I s r a e l ’ s fo r c e s  an d w it h  th e  nee d f o r  a l l  
s t a t e s  in  th e  a r e a ,  a l l  memb ers o f th e  U n it e d  N a ti o n s , t o  re s p e c t 
e ach  o t h e r 's  r i g h t  t o  l i v e  in  p e a c e .

The  L a ti n  A mer ic an  t e x t  t r e a t e s  a t  one  an d th e  same ti m e b o th  o f 
t h e  m os t v i t a l  n e c e s s i t i e s  o f p e a c e . I t s  f i r s t  p a ra g ra p h  co m bi ne s 
on an  e q u a l b a s i s  th e  w it h d ra w a l o f I s r a e l ’s  f o r c e s  w it h  th e  endin g  

c la im s  to  a s t a t e  o f b e l l ig e r e n c y  an d w it h  e f f o r t s  to  
c r e a t e  c o n d it io n s  o f c o - e x is te n c e  b ase d  on go od  n e ig h b o r l in e s s .
I t  re c o g n iz e s  t h a t  we fa c e  a  s i t u a t i o n  wh ose  two a s p e c ts  a r e  
in te r d e p e n d e n t an d t h a t  n e i t h e r  a s p e c t ca n be  s o lv e d  in  i s o l a t i o n  
fr om  th e  o th e r .

Pea ce  i s  w o rt h  s a c r i f i c e s  — an d a l l  mus t s a c r i f i c e  f o r  i t .  In  
th e  wak e of c o n f l i c t  th e r e  m us t be  r e a d in e s s  on  b o th  s id e s  t o  
a ? 7 ? ? w l e<^>e  ^h e  r i g h t s  an d f e e l in g s  o f o th e r s .  T her e mus t be  a 
w il l in g n e s s  t o  r e f r a i n  from  p r e s s in g  te m p o ra ry  a d v a n ta g e s , an d to  

ta ke a lo n g -ra n g e  v ie w . T her e m us t be  an  en d t o  mal ic e,  to  b i t t e r  
th o u g h ts  o f re v e n g e , t o  v a in  t h r e a t s  t o  en d th e  l i f e  o f o th e r  
n a t i o n s .  T he re  m us t b e , on e v e ry  s i d e ,  a w i l l in g n e s s  t o  a c c e p t a t  
lo n g  l a s t ,  an d a c t upon, th e  ad m o n it io n  in  o u r common C h a r te r  — 

t o  p r a c t i c e  to le r a n c e  an d l i v e  to g e th e r  in  p eace  w it h  on e a n o th e r 
a s  go od  n e ig h b o r s ."

Tho us an ds  o f y e a rs  ag o i t  was w r it te n :  "Where th e r e  i s  no  v i s io n ,  
th e  p e o p le  p e r i s h .  L e t u s in  t h i s  A ss em bl y,  in  w ha t we d e c id e  
h e r e ,  o f f e r  t o  th e  s u f f e r in g  p e o p le s  o f th e  M id dl e E a s t a new 
v is io n  oi  p ea ce  - -  a  v i s io n  by  w hi ch  a l l  ca n l i v e  i n  p eace  an d s e c u r i t y .



14. Resolution 3002 (X X II I) , December 7, 1973

309 2 ( X W l l I ) .  Report of the Special Committee 
Io Investisale Israeli Practice* Affectius the 
Human Rights of the Population of the Oc
cupied Territo ries ___

a <,
The  Gen era l Assembly,  V
Re callii :?  the Geneva Cenver. ticn rela tive to the Pro

tec tion  of C iv ili an  Persons in  Tune  of  War, of 
12 Augu st 1949?=

Re ca llin g tha t Israel  and the  Ara b States, some of
**»fS e ter ritor ies have been occupie d by Israel  since 

are parties to  tha t Conve ntion,
Bearing  in  mind that  the prom ot ion of  respect  fo r

(he obliga tions aris ing  from  treaties and oth er sources 
o f interna tiona l law is one of  the  basic obje ctives of  the 
Uni ted Nation s,

Bearin g in mind, fur thermore,  that the States parties 
to  tha t Conve ntion under take, in  accordance with  ar 
tic le  1 thereof, not  on ly  to respect  bu t also to  ensure 
respect fo r the Co nven tion in  al l circumstances.

1. Affi rm s  tha t the Geneva Conven tion relative  to 
the Pro tection  o f C iv ili an Persons in Tim e of  War, of  
12 August 1949, app lies  to the Ara b ter rito ries occu
pied by  Israel since 196 7;

2. Cal ls upon the Israel i occ upation  author ities to 
respect  and comp ly w ith  the prov isio ns of  tha t Co n
vention  in the occupie d Ara b terri to ries;

3. Urges  all  States par ties  to  tha t Conven tion to 
endeavour  to ensure respect  fo r and compliance wi th  
the pro visions  the reo f in the occupied Ara b ter rito ries.

21 93r d ple nary meeting  
7 Decem ber  1973

B (/ {s r^ ie f"No"
The Gen era l Assem bly,
Guid ed  by the purposes and pr incip les  o f the Charter  

o f the Un ited Na tions  as we ll as the  princ ip les  and 
prov isio ns o f the Un ive rsa l De cla ration of  Human 
Rig hts,

Be aring  in  m in d  the  pro vis ions  of  the Geneva Con
vention  relat ive  to  the Prote ction  of  Civ ili an Persons 
in  Time of  War, of  12 Au gu st  194 9,u  as well as those 
o f oth er  rele vant conven tion s and regulat ions ,

Re calling its resolu tion s as we ll as those resolu tion s 
adopted  by the Security  Co uncil , the Commission on 
Hu ma n Rig hts  and othe r Uni ted Na tions  bodies and 
by  spec ialized agencies on the que stion of Israe li poli
cies and practices affe cting the hum an righ ts o f the 
po pu latio n o f the Ara b ter ritor ies occupied by  Israel 
since 1967,

Co nside ring tha t imple me nta tion of  the  Geneva Con
ventio n o f 12 Au gu st  1949 cannot and  should  not be 
le ft open in a situa tion invo lv ing foreign m ili ta ry  occu
pa tion and the righ ts of  the civi lia n popu lat ion  of  these 
ter ritor ies under the pro vis ions o f that Conven tion and 
in accordance with  the pr incip les  of  in ternat ion al  law.

Ha ving  considered the repo rt of  the Special Co m
mittee to  Invest iga te Is rael i Practices Af fect ing the 
Hu man  Rig hts  o f the Popu lat ion of  the Occupie d Ter
ri to rie s, 1*

1. Commends  the Special Co mm itte e to  Investigate 
Israe li Prac tices Affe ct ing the Hu ma n Rights of  the 
Popu lat ion of  the Oc cup ied  Ter ritor ies fo r its  effo rts 
in  pe rfo rm ing the tasks assigned to it  by the General 
Assem bly ;

2. Deplores  the co ntinued  refusal o f the Go ve rn
men t o f Isra el to  al low the Special Comm ittee access 
to  the occupie d terri to ries;

3. Expresses its  grave concern at the vio la tio n by 
Israe l o f the Geneva Co nven tion rela tive  to the Pro 
tec tion of  Civ ili an Persons in  Tim e of War , of  
12 August 1949, as we ll as the oth er applic able in ter-

11  Ib id ., Tw en ty- eig hth Session, An ne xes,  ic e sd s  item  44 
doc ument  A /9 236.

“  United Nations, Tr ea ty  Series,  voL 75, No. 973, p. 217. 
» Ibid .
'« A /914 4 and Ad4.1.

na tiona l conven tion s and regulat ions , m pa rti cu lar the 
fo llo w ing vio lations

(а ) The  annexation  of  certa in par ts of the occu
pied  ter rito ries;

(б ) The establishment of  Israe li settlements in the 
occupie d te rri to ries and the transfer  o f an alien  po pu 
lat ion  thereto.

(c ) The des truction and  de mol ition  of  Ara b bouses, 
qua rters, villages and tow ns;

(d )  Th e con fiscation and ex prop ria tio n o f Ara b 
prop er ty  in the occupie d ter ritor ies and all  oth er  trans
act ions fo r ihe ac qu isit ion  of  land between the Gov 
ernment of  Israe l. Israe li inst itu tio ns  and Israe li na
tionals on the one han d, and the inhabitan ts or 
inst itu tio ns  of  the occupie d ter ritor ies on the oth er :

(e ) The evacua tion , depo rta tio n,  expu lsio n, dis
placem ent and transfer o f the Ara b inhab itants  of  the 
Ara b terri to ries occupie d by Israel  since 1967, and 
the den ial of  thei r right  to  re tu rn  to  their homes and 
prop er ty ;

( / )  Adm inis tra tiv e de ten tion and ill -tr ea tm en t in 
flic ted  on the Ara b inhab itants :

(g ) The pi lla ging  of  archaeo log ica l and  cu ltu ra l 
proper ty in the occupie d ter ritor ies;

(h )  The  inte rference w ith  religious freedom , re
lig ious practices and fam ily  rights  and customs;

( / )  Th e illega l ex plo ita tion of  the na tura l we al th 
resources and po pu latio n of the occupie d ter ritor ies,

4. Ca lls  upo n Israel to  desist immed iate ly from  
the ann exa tion  and co lon iza tion of  the Ara b ter ritor ies 
occupied by it  since 1967, the establishment of  set tle
ments  and the transfer  of  popu latio n to,  fro m or w ith in  
those terri tories, and fro m all  the oth er prac tices re 
fereed to in paragraph  3 above;

5. Dec lares tha t Israel 's po lic y of  ann exation , es
tablishme nt o f settlements and transfer of  an 'a lie n  
po pu latio n to the occupie d te rri to ries is in contraven 
tio n o f the purposes and pr incip les  of  the Ch ar ter of  
the  Uni ted Na tion s, the princ ip les  and prov isio ns of  
the applicable  in ternat ion al  law  concerning occupation, 
the pr incip les  o f sovereignty and  te rr ito ria l in tegr ity , 
and the basic hum an rights and fundame nta l freedom s 
of  the peop le, and is as we ll an im pedim ent to the estab
lish me nt o f a jus t and las ting  peace;

6 Reaff irms tha t Israel 's po lic y o f se ttli ng  parts  of  
its po pu latio n and new immigran ts in the occupie d 
ter ritor ies is a flag rant vio la tio n o f the  Geneva Co n
vention  relative  to the Prote ct ion of  C iv ili an Persons 
in  Time o f War, and o f the  rele van t Uni ted Na tions  
resolu tions,  and urges all States to  re fra in  from  any 
ac tion wh ich  Israel  w il l ex plo it in  ca rry ing ou t its po lic y 
o f co lonizin g the occupied te rr ito rie s;

7. Reaff irms tha t all  measures take n by Israe l to 
change the physica l cha rac ter , dem ograph ic comp osi
tion,  inst itu tio na l struc ture or  the status o f the occupie d 
terri to ries,  or  any  part thereo f, are nu ll and vo id;

8. Calls upo n al l States, internat ion al  organizat ions 
and spec ialize d agencies no t to recognize any changes 
carried ou t by Israel  in the occupied te rri to ries and to 
avoid  actions, inclu ding  act ions in the fie ld o f aid, 
wh ich  migh t be used bv Israel in its  pu rsui t of  the 
pol icie s and practices refer red  to in the  present reso
lu tio n;

9. Requests the Special  Co mm itte e, pen ding the 
early  te rm inat ion o f Israe li occupation, to  continue to 
investigate Israeli pol icies and prac tices in  the Arab  
terri to ries occupied by Israe l since 1967, to  consu lt, 
as appropria te,  w ith  the In te rnat iona l Co mm itte e of  the 
Red Cross in orde r to  ensure the safeguard ing of the 
we lfare and hum an righ ts of  the popu lation o f the 
occupied terr ito rie s,  and to repo rt to  the Secretary- 
General as toon  as possible and whenever the need 
arises the rea fte r;

10. Requests the  Sec retary -Gene ral;
(a ) To render  a ll necessary fac ilit ies to  the Specia l 

Co mm itte e, inclu ding  those requ ired fo r its visi ts to  the 
occupie d te rri to ries wi th  a view to invest iga ting  Israe li 
pol icie s and practices affecting  the hum an righ ts of  the 
po pu latio n of  those terri to ries;

(fc ) To ensure the widest  ci rculat ion o f the reports  
o f the Special Co mm itte e and o f inform at ion regard 
ing its act ivit ies  and find ings, by all  means ava ilab le 
thr ough  the Off ice  of  Pub lic  In fo rm at ion of  the Secre
ta riat ,

(c )  To rep ort  to  the General Assembly at its  twenty-  
ninth session on the tasks entrusted to him ;

11. Decides  to  inclu de in  the pro vis iona l agenda of  
its  tw en ty-n inth  session the item en titled  "R ep ort  of  
the Special  Comm itte e to  Investigate  Israe li Prac tices 
Affe ct ing the Hu ma n Rig hts  of  the Po pu lat ion of  the 
Occup ied  Te rr ito rie s" .

21 93 rd  ple na ry meeting  
7 Decem ber 1973



15. R es olu ti on 2253 an d 2254  op  J u ly  14. 1967

225 3 (E S-V ).  Measure* taken by Israel to change 
the status of the City of Jerusalem

The General Assembly,
Deeply eoncerncd at the situation prevailing in 

Jerusalem as a result of the measures  taken by Israel 
to change the status of the City,

1. Considers that these measures are invalid;
2. Calls upon Israel to rescind all measures already 

taken and to desist forthwith from taking any action 
which would alter the status  of Jerusa lem ;

3. Requests  the Secretary-General to report to the 
General Assembly and the Security  Council on the 
situation and on the implementation of the present 
resolution not later than one week from its adoption.

, ^ 5 4 8 t h  P anary meeting,
'  4 July 1967.

2254  (ES- V) . Measures taken by Israel  to change
the status of the City of Jerusalem

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolution 2253 (E S-V) of 4 July 1967,
Hainng received the report  submitted by the Secre

tary-General ,8
Taking note with the deepest regret and concern of 

the non-compliance by Israel  with resolution 2253 
(E S-V),

1. Deplores the failure of Israel  to implement Gen
eral Assembly resolution 2253 (E S -V );

2. Reiterates its call to Israel in that resolution to 
rescind all measures already taken and to desist forth 
with from taking any action which would alter  the 
status of Jerusalem;

3. Requests the Secretary-General to repo rt to the 
Security Council and the General Assembly on the 
situation and on the implementation of the present 
resolution.

554th plenary meeting,
14 July 1967.

*A/67S 3. For  the  prin ted  te xt  of  this document,  see Official 
Records of the Security Council, Twenty-seco nd Year, Supple
ment fo r July, Aug ust  and September 1967, docume nt S/8052.
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